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CASES 



DECIDED 

1847. 



BY ONE OP THE JUDGES OF THE QUEEN*S BENCH 

SITTING IN 

THE BAIL COURT. 



EASTER TERM, X. VICTORIA. 



Banks against Newton. 

DEBT for £4 18^. for goods sold and delivered, tf a person 
Tfci 1 1 1 mi "P®'' ordering 

Plea, never indebted. The cause was tried before goods npon 

credit repre- 
sents himself 
as residing at a particular place to which the goods are sent, and he continues to allow the 
tradesman to suppose by his conduct that he still resides there, and an action is afterwards 
brought for the price of those goods, the Court will not grant him leave to enter a sug^^es. 
tion upon the roll to deprive the plaintiff of his costs, upon the gpround that he resides 
elsewhere and within the jurisdiction of a local Court 

The defendant ordered goods of the plaintiff, and said he resided at No. 4, ManeheUer 
Bviidinggf which, upon inquiry, the plaintiff found to be correct, whereupon he caused the 
goods to be there delivered. The defendant never denied that he resided there, nor did he 
on being sued and described in the writ as of ManchesUr Buildings, object to the descrip- 
tion. Upon an action brought to recover the amount of the goods so supplied, and a 
Terdict being returned for the plaintiff, the defendant moved to enter a suggestion upon the 
roll to deprive the plaintiff of costs under the Brixton Court of Requests* Act, upon the 
ground that he was residing within the jurisdiction of such Court of Requests. Heldt that 
under the circumstances, he was not at liberty to allege that he did not reside at Manchester 
BnUdingSi and was therefore not entitled to enter the suggestion upon the roll. 

The practice at the (Jndersheriff*s Court, of taking the first thing in the day out of their 
regolar turn such causes as appear to be short ones or undefended, is a proper one ; and where 
a cause which stood fifteen in the list of the day, was upon the plaintiff^s request, and in the 
absence of the defendant, taken as an undefended canse the first thing at the sitting of the 
Court, no notice having been given that it would be taken as undefended, but there being 
good reason for believing that there was no substantial defence, and the defendant shortly 
after arrived in Court and was prepared to defend : the Court refused to set aside the 
trial. 

VOL. II. B 



a EASTER TERM, 

Bail Cowru the undersheriff for Middlesex^ as undefended^ and a 
^^'**' verdict returned for the plaintiff for the full amount. 

Banks 

Nbwton. Newton, on a former. day had obtained a rule calling 

upon the plaintiff to shew cause why there should not be 
a new trial, or why the defendant should not have leave 
to enter a suggestion upon the roll to deprive him. of 
costs. The affidavit of the defendant, upon which the 
rule was obtained, stated that he resided at Jleathfield 
Cottcye, on Wandsworth Common, in the western division 
of the hundred of Brixton, in the county o( Surrey, and 
that he had continually resided with his wife and family 
at the said cottage as tenant for years thereof, since the 
first day of May last, when he first took possession of it, 
and that he also occupied as tenant from year to year, 
certain chambers used by him for professional purposes, 
at No. 19, Manchester Buildings, in the city of West* 
minster. It then went on to state, that he was served 
with process in December last, and that notice was given 
for trial before the sheriff for Thursday, the 31st of the 
same month, on which day he attended the Court for the 
purpose of defending the action in person about five 
minutes past ten, and before eight minutes after that 
hour, and that in a list which he then saw he found that 
his case stood No. 15. That he remained in attendance 
awaiting the cause being called on until after one o*clock, 
when observing in a list, that the cause was crossed off, 
he inquired about it of one of the clerks, and was then 
informed that it had been taken out of its turn the first 
thing at the sitting of the Court, at the instance of the 
attorney or agent of the plaintiff, who represented it as 
being undefended, and that a verdict was returned for the 
plaintiff for the full amount claimed. The defendant 
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further sworci that he had given the plaintiff or His 
attorney no reason to believe that the cause would be 
undefended. He further stated^ that his residence at 
Heathjield Cottage^ is situate within the jurisdiction of 
the Court of Requests for the said western division of 
the hundred of Brixton^ in the county of Surrey 9 usually 
holden at Wandsworth^ and tjhat the debt for the recovery 
of which the action was brought was recoverable against 
him in the said Court of Requests at the time of the said 
debt being so demanded, and at the time of the com- 
mencement of this suit by virtue of an Act passed in the 
46 Geo. Sy c. 88 (a). It was further stated that the 
defendant was assessed to the poor-rate and Queen's 
taxes as tenant of the said cottage. 

In answer to this rule, an affidavit was made by the 
shopman of the plaintiff, wherein it was stated, that in 
July 9 1845, the defendant called at the shop of the plain- 
tiff and ordered of the deponent the first parcel of goods 
mentioned in the particulars, and that the defendant then 
^old him that he lived at No. 4>, Manchester Buildingg. 
That before the goods were delivered, deponent called 
at the said house, and there inquired if the defendant lived 
there, when he was informed that he did. That it was 
upon the faith of defendant's so residing at Manchester 
Buildings^ that the said parcel of goods were supplied. 
That at the time of the delivery of the two other parcels 
of goods mentioned in the particulars, they were ordered 

(a) By the 31 Oeo, % (An Act for the more easy and speedy recovery 
of small debts within the western division of the hundred of Brixton in the 
county of Surrey) jurisdiction is given to the Court of RequesU thereby 
constituted over debts not exceeding 40«., where the debtor resides, 
lo<%es, or inhabits, &c within the said western division of the hundred of 
Brixton. And by the 46 Geo. 3, e. 88, which enlarges the jurisdiction to 
fit, plaintifis are deprived of costs where they sue in the Superior Courts 
for a debt recoverable in the said Court of Requests. 

B 2 
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Bail Court, on the 15th of November and the 19th of December, 
^^^'^' 1845, by the defendant personally, he then having rc- 
Banks moved from No. 4, to No. 19, Manchester Buildings^ 

Vm 

Newton, anj th^t they were then delivered to him personally. It 
was further stated that deponent called frequently at 
Manchester Buildings for payment, and also, that on the 
3rd of December, the defendant called at the office of the 
plaintiff's attorney and -made no objection to the demand 
but requested time for its payment. The writ of sum- 
mons described him as of ** Manchester Buildings, West" 
minster." 

Jan. 26. Hoggins shewed cause. First, as to the application 

for a new trial : there is no ground for it* The cause was 
taken at the early part of the day, because it was ob- 
viously a short one and could not occupy many minutes, 
the defendant having merely pleaded the general issue, 
and there being abundant proof of his having ordered 
and received the goods and having admitted his liability 
by asking for time to pay the amount. It was the de« 
fendant*s own fault if he was not in Court in time, as 
every cause in the list ought to be considered by the 
parties as the first cause, and it being perfectly com- 
petent to the presiding Judge to take the causes in the 
list in any order he may think most convenient. Secondly, 
as to entering a suggestion to deprive the plaintiff of his 
costs. The defendant does not state in his affidavit that 
he does not reside in Manchester Buildings, but it is 
quite clear that the goods were supplied to him at that 
place, and that jt was upon the strength of his so 
residing there, and his stating that he did, that he ob- 
tained them; the writ moreover was served upon him 
there and described him of that place and he has never 
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before this given any intimation that bis residence was ^^ ^^'"'^ 

1847. 
not at that place* [Erie, J. I think that is a very im- — 

portant feature in the case. It is a well recognised 

principle* that where a party makes i a representation 

upon the faith of which he induces another to deal with 

him* he cannot afterwards turn round and deny the truth 

of that representation.] 

Newton, in support of the rule. First, the action was 
improperly taken out of its turn; the defendant's affidavit 
shews that he was in attendance a few minutes after the 
sitting of the Court, and that if the cause had stood in its 
proper place he would have been in abundance of time^ 
The plaintiff had no right to believe the cause was unde- 
fendedi^ and he was wrong in taking it as he did. 
Secondly, the action was improperly brought in this 
Court, when the defendant was liable to be sued in the 
Court of Requests. [Erie, J. The defendant has held 
out to the plaintiff that he might deal with him as re- 
siding Sit Manchester Buildings, and he does not disabuse 
his mind at any time of this fact. Surely if this objec- 
tion was intended to have been set up, some intimation 
ought to have been given to the plaintiff on the subject.] 
The question is not whether or not the plaintiff had 
reason to believe that the defendant resided at Man^ 
Chester Buildings, but whether or not the defendant is 
liable to the jurisdiction in this matter of the local Court ; 
because if he is liable, he should have been sued there 
and not elsewhere ; Mice v. Legh (a). If this debt was 
recoverable in the local Court, it is nothing to the pur- 
pose that the plaintiff had reason for believing he could 

(a) 2Dowl. 105. 
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Baa Court, tue in this Court The Local Act, in auch a case, steps 

1847 • 

* in and claims jurisdiction, and this Court has no functions 

to take a merely equitable view of the subject [£r&, J. 
I put it upon the ground that the defendant is prohibited 
from denying a fact which he has before asserted, and 
upon the faith of which he has induced the plundff to 
give him credit] In fact, the defendant gave no mis- 
description, for he did occupy premises at Manchester 
Bfdldinffs, but the residence of himself and family at the 
time of being sued was within the local jurisdicdon, and 
the law has conferred a right upon every person so 
residing within such jurisdiction to be there sued and 
not elsewhere in respect of such demands as this ; Oakes 
v. AUnn (a). 

Cur. adv. vulu 



Jan. 27. Erle, J. The defendant, in this case, moved for a new 

trial, on the ground that it was taken out of its turn in the 
list of causes as an undefended one, when the plaintiff 
had reason to know that it would be defended, and the 
defendant had actually attended at the Sheriff's Court 
for this purpose. It appears, however, to me, that it was 
taken as an undefended cause according to the general 
usage of the Sheriff's Courts and by the ordinary process, 
which is that of going over the list the first thing in the 
day and selecting from it such cases as appear really to 
be undefended. This case was called over in that way, 
and the plaintiff's attorney finding that there was no one 
in attendance representing the defendant and knowing 
the nature of the case, represented it as being undefended, 
and it was then taken accordingly, and I think upon a 

(a) 13 Prioe» 793. 
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proper principle. I wish to have this point distinctly under^ Bail Comrt. 
^toodj because this question has been much discussed ^o^l* 
during the present Term (a). The presiding Judge does Banks 
bis duty in taking such cases out of their turn for trial, Newton. 
because it is for the interest and convenience of the public 
th^t the business of the Court should be conducted with 
as mUjch speed as possible^ consistently with the interests 
of the several parties concerned. I am, therefore, of 
opinion that there should be no new trial. The defendant 
further moved for leave to enter a suggestion upon the 
roll to deprive the plaintiff of costs, upon the ground that 
he (the defendant) was residing within the western division 
of the hundred of Brixton when he was sued in this 
action, and the verdict being under 5/. It appears, how- 
ever, to me, that the .answer to this application is, that 
before the debt had been contracted the defendant was 
asked by the plaintiff's foreman where he resided, and 
that the answer he gave was, ** in Manchester Buildings, 
Westminster,^ and that the goods were supplied there, 
and that communications had taken place between the 
defendant and the pluntiff's foreman at that place, and 
that during all the time, and down to the actual finding 
of the jury, the defendant was apparendy residing at that 
place, having given no intimation whatever that he had 
any other residence. The writ was served upon him at the 
house in Manchester Buildings, and in it he was described 
as of that place. During all this time the defendant never 
took any objection to the description, or informed the 
plaintiff of his residence elsewhere. Under all these 
circumstances, I think the defendant gave the plaintiff 
conclusive evidence that he resided at Manchester Build- 
ififfs, and upon the faith of such evidence it was, that the 

(a) See Cottam v. fiapks* yoL l, p. 302. 
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nan Court, present proceedings were taken against him. It is a most 
^^^•* important principle in law, that if upon the representation 
Banks ^f ^ party, upon the truth of which, faith is confidently 
Newtow. phced, legal proceedings are taken by the other party, 
such representations must be taken as conclusively true, 
and the party so representing cannot afterwards be allowed 
the right of having a different meaning attached to his 
words. Now, although the defendant had another 
residence when the writ was served upon him, the course 
he pursued with respect to it was quite enough to make it 
appear that his residence in Manchester Buildings was 
continual, because it was his duty, when the writ was 
served upon him, and when he was so described, to have 
disabused the plaintiff's mind of that impression which his 
previous representations to him had made. It would be 
an enormous injustice if under these circumstances the 
defendant were to be permitted to come into Court, and 
to obtain such a rule as the present, and I am happy in 
being confirmed in this view of the case by my learned 
Brethren, and think the rule must therefore be also 
discharged upon this ground. 

Rule discharged. 

Jan. 30. Newton now applied for a rule, calling upon the plaintiff 

III A 

to shew cause why the notice of taxation of costs, the 
taxation thereof, the final judgment, and the writ of fieri 
facias should not be set aside, on the ground. that these 
proceedings were void, as the defendant was exempt from 
the payment of costs under the provisions of the before 
cited local acts of Parliament He moved upon the 
grounds, 1st That where the action ought to have been 
brought in the local Court, the taxation, as in this case, 
was void ; 2ndly. That even where the defendant has two 
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places of residence, one without and die other within the 
juriEdiction, that his privilege of being sued within the 
jurisdiction still attaches. Drea t. Coin {a). Sice r. 
Legh {b). Foot t. Coare (c), Baddley v. Oliver {d), Oaket 
T. Albin ie), Crowder t. Bell (f). 

His Lordship, however, adhered to his former judg- 
ment, and refused the rule. 

Rule refused. 



(a) 2 Tjrw. 503. (d) 1 Cr. 4 M. 219, 

(6) 2 Dowl. 105. (0 13 Price, 793. 

(c> 2 B. & P. 5a& ( /-) 2 DonL 308. 



BiRKBEAD and Jones, Executor and Executrix ***?'• 
of BiRKHEAD, against North. 

^HIS was a rule calling upon the defendant to shew wben eiecu- 
cause why the plaintiffs should not be exempted from ^'^^''n^ 
the payment of costs on the issue on which they had ^^^* "' 
felled. the 3 & 4 

l*m. 4, c 42, 

It appeared that the present action was brought by the ■■ 3I.>d u 

, . Q • njtion upon 

plaintifls in right of their testator, to recorer the sum wbich u pUb- 

of 314^ 6», 9d. for work and labour, as an attorney and faUed, tfaef 

solicitor, and for money lent by him and paid for the use tbe; were 

of the defendant, between the years 1834 and 1841, to {.l^thoLitioii 

which the defendant pleaded, first, never indebted j ^^^^l, 

second, payment} third, set-off; fourth, the Statute of ^ 



of Ihe defeod- 



Limitations. On the cause coming on for trial in June, •!"■ Mere 
1846, it was referred by an order of Nisi Frius lo the defeace, 

thoBgli under 
the^rcpm- 
10 defence, ii not Mich DUKOoducl a 



10 SASTEB TERM> 

B&a Qmri. award or certificate of oqe of the Masters of tliis Court, 
^^** which order directed that the costs of the cause should 

BiBKHEAo abide the event, and the costs of the reference and the 

KoBTfiu award or certificate be in the discretion of the arbitrator. 

The order of reference was afterwards amended by sub- 

. stituting another gentleman for one of the Masters. The 

arbitrator, on the 9th of March last, published his award, 

whereby he certified ''that the rerdict entered for the 

plaintiff should be set aside, and that the verdict should 

be entered on the first, third, and fourth issues for the 

plaintiff, and on the second issue for the defendant, and 

he further certified that the plaintiffs should pay to the 

defendant all costs and charges that he had been put to 

• concerning the reference and certificate. 

It appeared firom the affidavits used upon moving for 
the rule that at the reference the defendant called evidence 
to prove payments made to the testator above the sums 
demanded in the particulars. It further appeared, on the 
affidavit of Thomcu Sanders, a solicitor, that the plaintiff's 
claim was in respect of professional services in bringing 
and defending actions. That on the death of the testator, 
in June, 1841, his books were transmitted to deponent by 
the executor, and that the bill of costs and cash account 
fiimished to defendant were extracted firom the ledger, 
cash book, and other books and papers of the testator, and 
that in such account credit was given for all sums which 
were entered as paid by defendant, and that there were 
no entries of payment of 136iL, 89L, 47A» and 4AL res- 
pectively, being the sums proved before the arbitrator as 
paid. That in February , 184@, deponent applied by 
letter to defendant for payment, on account of the debt, 
whereupon defendant called upon deponent, and stated 
that the death of the testator was a great misfortune to 
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lum ; that he wa$ the best friend he (defendant) bad ever ^'^ <><>»*■ 
had| and he hoped the executors would not be bard with 
him, as all he wanted was a little time to pay them what ^'^^^^heao 
be owed them. That the bill of costs and cash account Noatu. 
were sent to defendant on the 15th Jilarcb, ISiS, and 
that deponent thereupon received a letter, dated the 27th 
of the same month, written by the daughter of the 
defendant in his name, and by his authority (as was 
admitted), offering to attend an appointment. That on 
the 5th of Jpril following, defendant, together with 
another, called at deponent's offices for the purpose of 
making lerms of settlement of his account, and that during 
such interview he made no objection to the amount or 
contents of the bill, but said he was willing to discharge 
it by yearly instalments of from 402. to SOL each, and 
that it was thereupon arranged that defendant should see 
the plaintiff Jones on the matter, and communicate again 
with deponent. That he heard nothing further of the 
defendant for several weeks, when deponent wrote to him 
requiring a settlement, or that legal proceedings would be 
instituted, whereupon a letter was received in the hand- 
writing of the daughter of the defendant, but written in 
his name, and by his authority (as was admitted), in the. 
following words : *' Dear Sir, I received your letter, and 
was rather surprised that you have not heard from Mr. 
Wejfener,a&I have left the papers with him, as there are 
many things that I cannot understand, and I am quite 
willing to pay what is right and just. If you wish me to 
come to London, give me a week's notice, I will come and" 
see you. As for those bills that I am charged for, I 
never had but one 5/. on Hand's account of the 24/., and 
as for Burgess, he says that it is out of date : so if you 
will oblige me in a few days with a note, I should be 
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Baa Court, much obliged to you. From your humble servant, 
^^^'^' John Noeth." That shortly after this, deponent heard 
BiRKHBAD from Mr. Wegener on the subject, requesting him to 
North. Confer again with the executors befcH'e taking any pro- 
ceedings, as it would be a very up-hill case on their 
behalf. That until the receipt of the two last letters 
deponent never heard from defendant of any objection to 
the said claim, or any allusion to any intention to resist 
it The affidavit of the executrix Jones stated that ufae 
lived in the same house with the testator, who kept 
no clerk, and that his accounts were, as she believed, 
accurately kept. That shortly after testator's death 
defendant called upon her, and stated that the testator 
had been one of the best friends to him defendant had 
ever had, and that he owed testator a large debt, and 
that when the account was made out he would settle it as 
soon as he could, and that on several subsequent occa- 
sions he made similar statements. That on the 23rd 
March, 1843, defendant called upon deponent, and said 
he was desirous of making arrangements for the settle- 
ment of his bill; that he hoped the executors would not 
be hard with him, and that he was willing to pay the 
debt he owed by yearly instalments of from 402. to 5(ML 
each. 

The affidavit of the defendant, in answer, stated that he 
was unable to read or write, having received no education 
whatever. That from such inability he laboured under 
great disadvantages, and was compelled to trust his 
afiairs to the management of others, and in consequence 
used to confide his matters to the testator, who always 
professed the greatest regard for defendant's welfare, and 
so completely possessed his confidence that he never took 
any receipts for monies paid him. The affidavit then 
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V. 

North. 
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denied the truth of the assertions contained in Mr. ^^^^' 

Sanders and Mr. Joneses afBdavit» relative to his having 

admitted being indebted to the testator, and that no 

account was delivered to him until the 15th March, 1843, 

which was the first application made to him for payment 

That the bill of costs contained seventy sides of foolscap 

paper, and the cash account four brief sheets. That 

he never heard of any debt due from him to the testator 

until two years after the testator*s death, when the 

account was sent in, and nevefr promised to pay any. The 

aflSdavit further denied having made any promise to pay 

the claim by instalments or otherwise; that owing to his 

being illiterate he was obliged to get his daughter to 

write his letters, which she accordingly did, but that in 

the letters spoken to he never intended to admit the 

justice of the plaintiffs' demand, but merely that he 

wished to pay what was just and right. That he was 

quite unaware of the justice or injustice of the plaintiffs' 

amounts, until he had all his papers, accounts, &c., 

examined by competent persons ; and that by conversing 

with, and examining his wife and daughters, he found 

that the cash account was incorrect, and that several 

payments had been omitted, on which account he was 

advised to defend the action. That the sums proved by 

him at the arbitration to have been paid, were, in fact, 

paid by him. The present action was commenced on 

the 4th of July, 1843. 

The present rule was moved on the ground that, under 
the circumstances, this was a proper case in which the 
executors should be relieved of their liability to pay costs, 
as provided for by the 8 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 31, which 
enacts, " that in every action brought by any executor or 
administrator, in right of the testator or the intestate. 
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BaU Court, gucTi executor or administrator shall, unless the Court in 
which such action is brought, or a Judge of any of the 



BiRKHEAD saic[ superior Courts, shall otherwise order, be liable to 
North, pay costs to the defendant, in ease of being nonsuited, or 
a verdict passing against the plaintifi^'' &c. 

Skinner shewed cause. Such a motion as this could 
only be made on the ground of some gross misconduct 
on the part of the defendant ; and there is none such in 
the present case as will justify the Court in depriving 
him of those costs to which, by the ordinary rules of law, 
he is entitled. The plaintiffs allowed two years to elapse 
after the death of the testator before they sent in any 
account whatever, and the conversations which are sworn 
to, appear to have been before that time, and are of a 
very loose and indefinite character. The defendant 
himself was a wholly uneducated man, being able neither 
to read nor write; his ignorance, therefore, of how be 
stood with respect to such lengthened transactions with 
the testator, extending as they did over many years, is 
easily accounted for. SotUhgate v. Crowley (a) is a strong 
case in point, and shews that the Court will not interpose 
in this way, unless very gross misconduct is proved on 
the part of the defendant. Park, J., in his judgment, 
there says : '' It is impossible to lay down any precise 
rule for the exercise of the discretion of the Court ; it 
must depend upon the circumstances of the particular 
case. As a general rule, the recent act intended to put 
executors on the same footing as other parties, and there 
is no reason why they should stand upon a different 
footing." 

(a) 1 Bing. N. C. 518. 
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Woolrychy in support of the rule. The question s^Ctmt. 

should be considered with reference to the defendant's — 

conduct before action ; Farley v. Briawt {a). Whether «. 

the defendant were illiterate, or not, he had the means of 
keeping correct accounts. It was clearly the defendant's 
conduct which led the executors to believe that the sum 
claimed was due, and induced them to bring the action- 
After the admissions he made of being indebted to the 
testator, his offers to pay 40/. or 50/. per annum, and 
his never having objected to the amount of the claim, it 
could not be supposed that he had any real defence to 
ofler. Executors do not stand upon an ordinary footings 
they cannot form any opinion from their own knowledge, 
but are to be guided for the most part from other circum- 
stances, such as the conduct of the parties. Here, on 
the account being sent in, a letter is sent contuning no 
objections to the general balance, but pointing out some 
small inaccuracies as to certain bills. In Southgate v. 
Crawley {b\ Tindal^ C. J., says, ** One occasion for the 
exercise of the discretion of the Court in favour of the 
executor no doubt would be, when, having proceeded 
with every caution, he has been led on to incur the 
expense of a trial by the misrepresentation or deception 
of the adverse party." It is plain that the plaintifi were 
wilfully misled by the defendant into bringing this action, 
and thus he is not entitled to costs which have been* 
occasioned by his own false representations. Engler v. 
Twysden (c). Godson v. Freeman {<fy 

Coleridge, J. The decisions in cases of this nature 
are all uniform in principle, and clearly establish this 

(a) 3 A. & E. 839. M 2 Bing. N. €.267. 

(») I Bing. N. C. 618. (tf) 2 C, M. & R. 685. - 



NOBTH. 
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BaU Ctmrt. propotition, that it ia not whether the plaintiffs acted 

*- — bondjide in bringing the action, but whether the defendant 

9. 80 misconducted himself as to entitle the plaintiffs to the 

indulgence they seek ; for unless you can fix positive mis- 
conduct upon the defendant, there is nothing to take the 
case out of the statute ; and I diink that in judging of 
the conduct of the defendant, it is not enough that he 
should be silent upon the subject of his defence, though 
silence itself may greatly mislead parties, and may in- 
duce them to go on with proceedings where otherwise they 
would not do so. Now we must look and see, whether 
or not the conduct of the defendant in this case really 
amounts to more than mere silence as to his defence; 
and I think his conduct may be divided into two classes, 
namely, his statements and conduct before bringing the 
action, and his statements and conduct afterwards. I 
take no notice whatever of what took place before the 
account was sent in, for the defendant, being an illiterate 
man, might be very likely to make general statements,, 
and might not know of the precise demand which was 
about to be set up against him ; and I think that state- 
ments made in a general way, under such circumstances, 
amount to nothing at all, and ought to have no eflfect on 
reasonable men. But what takes place after the deli- 
very of the account is of a difierent character. The 
account was delivered in 1813, and then he directs a 
letter to be written, in which, it is said, he says nothing 
whatever of payments, but confines himself entirely to 
questioning some bill transactions. It has been clearly 
decided^ that silence as to a defence amounts to nothing ; 
and there is really nothing more here. Now, upon the 
whole of the matter, I ask myself, in the language of the 
Lord Chief Justice in Southgate v. Crowley^ is there any 
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wilfbl misrepresentation ? I do not ask myself whetber Baa Cotot. 
there is any representation which induced the plaintiffs ____, 
to go on, for that is not the question, but whether the Bimotbad 
defendant has been guilty of any wilful misrepresentation. North. 
And I must say in answer, that I think he has not : and 
as the arbitrator has found by his award that the de- 
fendant did truly make the full payments, it must be 
taken that he was right in defending the action. It is 
said that the defendant is an illiterate person, who kept 
no accounts. This may be a reason for his being unable 
at first to question the demand made upon him ; but it 
must be remembered that the attorney kept accounts, 
and, from the finding of the arbitrator, we must take it 
that he omitted to give credit for the payments made by 
the defendant ; so that, in fact, there was some degree of 
blame attaching to him. I think, therefore, the rule 
must be discharged, but without costs. 

Rule discharged, without costs. 



Hardwick against Wardle. Mays. 



JpASHLEY, on a former day, obtained a rule, calling wben a party 
upon the plaintiff to shew cause why the declaration, [^^ pro^d- 
judgment, and all subsequent proceedings should not be ^1^^ ^ 
set aside, and die defendant be discharged out of the ^^^^!^^ 

out UI6 uTSt 

irregalaiity. 
The defendant (wbo waa in enatody upon a ea. sa. inned in the actumX moved to aet 
aaide the declantioii and all aiibae^ient proceeding upon the ground that he had never 
been aarred with proceak JXsftl, that the motiimahoiud have bean to aet aaide the < 

▼OU II. C 
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BaU Court custody of the sheriff of York, upon the ground that the 

1_ defendant had never been served with process. 

Hardwick 

Wabdle. Chasby shewed cause, and objected that the motion 

was bad, inasmuch as it did not purpose to set aside the 
original irregularity (if any,) namely, the ctfpearance, for 
that if the appearance stood, all the subsequent proceed- 
ings were regular, and that it was now well established, 
that where proceedings are sought to be set aside for 
irregularity, the party must go to the root of the irre- 
gularity, which in this case would be the appearance, 
and not the declaration ; Brooks v. Roberts (a). 

Pashley, in support of the rule. The defendant does 
not complain of the proceedings being merely irregular, 
but that they are altogether void from first to last. The 
defendant merely wishes to be discharged from custody 
and be permitted to defend, for he swears to merits. 
[Erley J. The rule is, that you should complain of the 
first irregular step. The case of Brooks n, Roberts {b) is 
precisely in point] It is a great hardship upon a 
prisoner who, knowing nothing of the proceedings, and 
not having his liberty, has not the means of ascertaining 
readily his true legal position. Roberts v. Spurr (e), 
shews that these proceedings are not merely irregular 
but totally void. 

Erle, J. I think it is a very important rule of 
practice, that a party, who seeks to set aside proceedings 
on the ground of irregularity, should go back and point 
out the original objection ; for if, as in this case, you go 

(a) 3 Dowl & L. 13. (&) Ibid. (e) 3 Dowl. 551. 
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merely to the declaration, and say nothing about the BoUOmh. 

appearance, it is left to be inferred that the appearance !___ 

was perfectly regular, and if that were so, the subsequent a»j^wick 

proceedings were regular also. (His Lordship here Waedle. 

commented on the facts as set forth in the several affidavits 

of the parties, and, after expressing his doubts as to 

them, proceeded:) I think, therefore, this application 

was wrong, in not taking up this irregularity sufficiently 

early. The rule, therefore, will be discharged, unless 

the defendant consents to pay the costs of this rule, and 

bring the amount of the debt into Court. 

Rule accordingly. 



MuLLiNS and Another against Ford. May 4. 



QN a former day (19th Jpril) Bramwell obtained a When the 

rule, calling upon the plaintiffs*to shew cause why the pUcation con- 
notice of trial should not be set aside for irregularity, country he 
with costs, with stay of proceedings in the mean time. S^te^-STr! 
The declaration in this case was in detinue, to which the 2 rm.4,c. 69, 

give notice of 

defendant pleaded: — 1. Non detinet. 2. Alien, And trial at the 

* time of deliver- 

3. Another special plea. The plaintiffs replied, joining ing the repli- 
cation, or at 
issue on the first plea, and traversing the two last, con- any time sub- 
eluding to the country. The defendant had not been though £ue is 
ruled to rejoin, nor had the plaintiffs added the similiter, J^J^fj^j^j,^ 
to their replication. Some days after the delivery of the ^J®™^®'" ^^ 

'^ 'f ^ similiter may 

replication, the plaintiffs gave notice of trial for the be afterwards 

added* 

sittings after the present Easter Term. The rule was It is no vio- 
lation of a rule 
nisi, contain- 
ing a stay of proceedings, to countermand a notice of trial previously given. 

G 3 
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BaU Court moTed OH the ground^ that as issue was not joined upon 
* the two special pleas the plaintiffs were not in a condition 
^y^ to give notice of trial. Since the rule was obtained and' 
Foan. served^ the plaintiffs had countermanded their notice of 
trial. 



71 W. Saunders shewed cause. First, the defendant is 
premature in his application , for it was competent to the 
plaintiffs to have withdrawn their notice of trial as they 
have done, within a certain period before trial, without 
subjecting themselves, by the rules of practice, to any 
penalty, and therefore the defendant should have waited 
until this period had expired before making the present 
motion. The notice was merely an intimation of what 
the plaintiffs intended doing, and they had a right to 
withdraw that notice within the time limited. Secondly, 
the notice of trial is perfectly regular, inasmuch as the 
replication concluded to the country, which therefore 
justified the plaintiffs in giving the notice as they had, 
although issue was not formally joined, the R. H. T., 
3 Wm. 4f, r. 59, providing, that ** in all case's where the 
plaintiff in pleading concludes to the country, the plain- 
titTs attorney may give notice of trial at the time of 
delivering his replication or other subsequent pleading, 
and in case issue shall afterwards be joined such notice 
shall be available," &c. This rule, therefore, clearly 
permits the notice of trial to be given in cases such as 
this where, from the replicatv>n concluding to the country, 
the formal pleadings are at an end, and leaves the formal 
joining of issue for a subsequent period. If the plaintiffs 
had proceeded to trial without having the issues joined, the 
defendant could move to set the trial aside. 
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Bramwell, contra. The rule of Court which has been BaU OmH. 



1847. 



cited} applies only to the case of a notice of trial given 

at the time of deKvering the repUcatim, and not to such Muixinb 

a case as the present, where it was delivered many days ^o"^- 

after. [Coleridge, J. They have countermanded their 

notice of trial.] They had no right to do so; the 

present rule contains a stay of proceedingSi and it was a 

contempt of that rule to do anything in the action. 

[Coleridge, J. That merely means that the plaintiffs 

shall not proceed onwards with the action: here they 

take a step back.] It was, nevertheless, a proceeding in 

the action. If the plaintiffs are to be held as justified in 

their notice, and in' withdrawing it, the defendant will 

be placed in this dilemma, — when he applies for judgment 

as in case of a nonsuit for not proceeding to trial pursuant 

to his notice, he will be told that issue was not joined ; 

and so he will be without remedy. 

Coleridge, J. No case has been cite.d» so that the 
question turns entirely upon the construction of the 
59th rule of HiL Term, 2 Wm. 4. Now that portion of 
the rule which bears upon this subject may be divided 
into two parts ; and I will consider the rule with reference 
to the operation of both those parts. Let us look at the 
first part of the rule. The first part provides, that 'Vin 
all cases where the plaintiff in pleading concludes to the 
country, the plaintiff's attorney may give notice of trial 
at the time of delivering his replication or other subse- 
quent pleading; and in case issue shall afterwards be 
joined, such notice shall be available." Now this is 
evidently an enabling enactment in relief of the plaintiff, 
and introduced for the express purpose of saving time> 
and enabling him to go to trial without that loss of time 
which he might experience, if he was compelled to wmt 
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B<di Qmri. until the defendant had joined issue before he could give 
^^*'^' notice of trial. I think, therefore, that the provision 
MuLUNB should receive a liberal interpretation, and one which is 
Ford. in accordance with the object for which it was passed : 
and I should not give it such an interpretation if I were 
not to hold, that the notice of trial may be given either 
at the time when the replication or other subsequent 
pleading is delivered, or at any time afterwards. It is 
indeed contended, upon the words of the rule, that the 
notice must be given at the same time that the pleadings 
are delivered ; but I see no reason why this may not be 
done afterwards. That is clearly the meaning and in- 
tention of the rule. I should indeed have no difficulty 
in coming to this conclusion if the rule stopped here ; 
but the second part of the rule puts the matter beyond 
doubt By the second part of the rule it is provided, 
that ** if issue be not joined on such replication ' or other 
subsequent pleading, and the plaintiff shall sign judgment 
for want thereof, and forthwith give notice of executing a 
writ of inquiry, such notice shall operate from the time 
that notice of trial shall be given as aforesaid." Now it 
is to be observed, that it is provided here that the notice 
of trial shall operate, not from the time of the service of 
the pleadings, but from the time of the service of the 
notice of trial, a provision which could scarcely have been 
introduced, if it had been thought that the notice of trial 
must necessarily be given at the very time of the service 
of the pleadings. I think therefore, upon the whole, 
that it is quite clear that the plaintiff may, under the 
• authority of this rule, give notice of trial after the delivery 
of the pleadings; and this rule must, therefore, be 
discharged. 

Rule discharged. 
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JBM Court. 

1847. 



East against Smith. ^y ^ 



ASSUMPSIT by indorsee against the maker of a bill ^"^^^^m 
of exchange. Plea, no due notice of dishonour. At of exchange 

(other than 

the trial before the Judge of the Sheriffs' Court, it ap- the acceptor) 

liable, some 

peared that the bill of exchange in question was drawn intlmatioii > 
by the defendant upon, and accepted by one James y^y^d to him, 
Maclean^ on the S2nd of September, 1846, payable one "^* J°/ig ^ 
month after date, whereby it would have become due on J'^^^J^ji' ^^* 
Saturday y the 24th of October. The bill was then looked to for 

^ payment. 

indorsed by the defendant to one William Day, who Where, there- 
fore, the de- 
then indorsed it to the plaintiff. In support of the plain- fendant, who 

tiff's case his son was called, who stated that on Saturday, dorser of a 

the 24th of October, he called on the acceptor, who said formed, in the 

he would pay it on Monday, and that afterwards, on the ^]J!^^r^tion 

same day, he called at the drawer's, and there saw a person ^^^^* Jrtyto 

of the name of Pritchard, who was foreman to William tl\o ^"1» ^"* 

who was a 

Day (the party who indorsed to plaintiff), and told him foreman to a 

^ ^ ^ ^ . prior indorsee, 

what had occurred, thai Maclean had not paid. Pritchard that the bill 
was then called^ who stated that after the plaintiff's son honoured, bat 
had told him about the bill, the defendant himself called evidence that 
at nine o'clock in the evening, and asked if the bill had J^thority^ 
been taken up, " Maclean's bill," that he, Pritchard, told ^^g^« ^^^^ 
him " no," and that East had presented it, and it was not »<> sufficient 

notice of 

taken up. William Day (the indorsee) then deposed that dishonour. 

he saw East, the plaintiff's son, on the day the bill was 

due, and that he told him it was dishonoured, and that on 

the next Sunday the defendant himself called about it, 

and that he {Day) told him that Maclean had not taken 

it up. Upon this it was objected, on the part of the 

defendant, that there was no sufficient notice of dishonour. 
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Baa OtmH. Xhe case, however, went to the jury, who found for the 

I QAM ^ ' 

1_ plaintiff, leave having been reserved to enter a nonsuit. 

tr Corrie accordingly, in Hilary Term, obtained a rule, 
^*''™* calling upon the plaintiff why the verdict should not be 
set aside, and a nonsuit entered. 

Martin now shewed cause. So that the party from 
whom payment is sought had actual notice of dishonour in 
due time, it is immaterial from whom he received that 
notice. In this case the defendant, who was the drawer, 
was informed on the day of the dishonour that it had not 
been paid, and although this information was derived 
from a party who .was not the holder of the bill, or a party 
to it, it is immaterial, the &ct of his having the knowledge 
conveyed to him was all that was required, since it is not 
now necessary that he should be informed in express 
terms that he is looked to for payment, and if there was 
any question as to the authority of Pritchard to give such 
notice of dishonour, that was a question for the jury, which 
they have decided by their verdict. The evidence is co- 
extensive with the allegation in the declaration, that the 
acceptor did not pay the bill, although the same was duly 
presented to him for payment on the day when it became 
due, *' of which the defendant then had notice,*' and it 
cannot, according to the ordinary rules of evidence, be 
pecessary to prove more than is alleged in the declaration. 
The evidence clearly shews that the defendant had notice 
of the dishonour, and he must have known that he was 
looked to for payment. Furze v. Sharwood (a), Solarte 
V. Palmer (6), Levns v. Oompertz (c). 

(a) 2 Q. B. 388. 

(6) 8 Bligfa, N. S. 874. In Exch. Cb. 7 Bing. 530 ; 1 New Co. 194. 

(c) 6 M. & W. 399. 
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Corrie, in support of the rule. It is a fiillacy to call SmaCmM. 
this a notice; it was merely a loose conyersationi and * 
that too with a party who had no authority whatever to ^^ 

9» 

give notice. The cases cited^ therefore^ are not in pointy Smith. 
and the principles illustrated by them are not applicable 
to the present case. The defendant had no intimation 
from any one whatsoever that he was looked to for pay- 
ment, which is an ingredient which must, in some shape 
or other, exist in every such notice, if afterwards to be 
made the foundation of an action. Nor can it be said 
that this was a question of fact for the jury, for it is con- 
tended for the defendant that there was in fisu;t no notice, 
or, in other words, that putting all that was said together, 
it did ndt amount to a notice, which is wholly a question 
of law for the Court 

Cfir. ado» vult^ 

CoLBRiDOE, J. I am of opinion that this rule should Maj 7. 
be made abscdute, there being no sufficient evidence of the "^ 
notice of dishonour. It is now well established that when 
notice of dishonour is given, not by the holder of the bill, 
there should be such an intimation conveyed as my Brother 
Parke speaks of in Lewis v. Oompertz{a\ that '* the three 
facts required to be conveyed in every notice of dishonour 
must be conveyed to the mind of the person to whom it is 
addressed, in a Mrritten or verbal notice, either expressly 
or so connected with each other as to leave no reasonable 
doubt upon his mind as to their meaning, namely, first, 
that the bill was presented when due ; secondly, that it 
was dishonoured ; and, thirdly, that the party addressed 
is to be held liable for the payment of it.** It was ppon 
the last of these three matters that the question turns, and 

(a) 6 M. & W. 399. 
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BmiCcmt Mr. Martin contended strongly upon the authority of 
, 1847> Lewig v. GompertZf that the notice was sufficient, for 
East in that case it was held that the nodce was good, although 
it did not in express terms inform the party that he was 
looked to for payment: and he further grounded his 
argument upon the form of the declaration in these cases, 
which merely alleges that the bill was presented for pay- 
ment when it became due and was not paid, of which the 
defendant had notice, and that the proof need not go 
beyond the allegation in the declaration, which says 
nothing of the party being required to pay the amount ; 
but I confess I thought there was not much force in this 
argument, for the allegation of notice includes all the 
facts necessary to constitute a good notice. Ai to the 
observations of Lord Dentnan, in Furze v. Sharwood^ he 
is there speaking of the proper effect to be given to a 
notice of dishonour, and, he says, *' To what purpose 
is such an intimation but to give the party notice that he 
is looked to for payment" But these are merely obser- 
vations, and must be taken as they were thrown out. 
Now we can very well understand that an intimation may 
be given by a party without its being suggested that he is 
looked to for payment. In the present case the notice 
was merely verbal, and there is certainly a distinction 
between such a notice and a written one, as very much 
more importance would be attributable to such a notice 
than to a merely verbal one, as a great deal would depend 
upon the manner in which the latter kind of notice may 
have been given. In the present case the notice was 
verbal only ; and it appears that the bill having been dis- 
honoured, the holder called upon the drawer, and there 
saw Pritchardi who was the foreman of Day^ and told 
him what had occurred. Pritchard then gave his evidence, 
and stated that EcLst called on Saturday about the bill, 
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and that afterwards, on the same day. Smith called* and 
was told by Pritchard that it had not been taken up, and 
nothing more. But there is no evidence whatever that 
Pritchard had any authority to give this noticCt and 
although it is stated that he was Day's foreman, it is not 
even shewn what the particular business oiDay was, and 
I cannot say from the evidence that it must be taken that 
Pritchard had any authority to give this notice. Then 
Day is called as a witness, and he says that East called 
on the Saturday t and told him that the bill had been dis- 
honoured, and that on the Swnday Smith called, and Day 
told him it was not taken up. Under all these circum- 
stances it is perfectly ambiguous whether Pritchard had 
any authority to give the notice of dishonour, and I think 
I cannot draw any inferenpe that he had. I think, there- 
fore, there was no sufficient proof of notice of dishonour, 
and that the rule should be absolute for a new trial. 



BmaCmH. 

1847. 

£▲81 

Smith. 



Rule absolute. 



Stopford against Fitzgerald. 



May 6. 



^EMPLEf early in the Term (23rd Aprit), obtained a The defendant 

executed a 

rule, calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause why the warrant of 
appearance entered, the declaration, the judgment signed ^Sg 
on the warrant of attorney, and all subsequent proceedings en^edu^ 

for llOiL 
• Judgment was 

in fact entered np for 2002., bnt execution was issued only for the sum secured by the 
defeazance. Hdd, that the judgment so signed was merely irregular, and not void, and 
under the circumstances of the case the defendant had waived the irregularity by his laches. 
HeU also, that a ca. sa., in which nothing is claimed for interest, need not pursue the form 
referring to interest, as prescribed by the K. G., H, T., 3 Viet, 



) 
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BaU Omrt. ghould Dot be set aside with costo, and why the defendant 

1847 
! — should not be discharged out of custody. 

SromBD j^ appeared that on the 28nd of September, 1846, the 
FnzoBBALD. defendant executed a warrant of attomeyi empowering the 
plaintiff to enter up judgment for the sum of 1 \0h The 
defeasance recited that the warrant of attorney was given 
to secure payment from the defendant to the plaintiff 
of the sum of 561 , by instalments, with power to issue 
execution for the whole amount in default of payment, 
besides sheriff's poundage, officer's fees, and all other 
incidental expenses. On the 11th oi February X^si the 
plaintiff signed judgment for^ 900L damages, and the 
usual costs of 3/L IQs., and thereupon he issued a ca« sa. 
against the defendant, upon which he was taken into 
custody on the 18th of March, the body of the writ 
reciting that it was to satisfy the plaintiff ** a certain debt 
of 200/.," which he had recovered, and SI. )0«. damages 
and costs, but being indorsed, ^ To satisfy SQL 7««, 
together with sheriff's poundage, officer's fees, and all 
other incidental expenses." The writ itself contained 
no claim for interest Shortly afte^ the defendant 
was arrested, he took out a summons to set aside the 
warrant of attorney, on the ground of a defective attes- 
tation, which summons was dismissed. On the 10th 
of April another summons was taken out to set aside the 
judgment, on the ground of the debt being satisfied, 
which summons neither of the parties attended. It was 
sworn by the defendant's attorney, that he believed the 
defendant (or any one on his behalf), did not know that 
there was any irregularity in the judgment or writ of 
execution until the 17th of April 

The rule was obtained on two grounds : first, that the 
judgment was void, as having been signed for a larger 



i 
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sum than the warrant of attorney authorized (the warrant BiUi Cown. 
being for llOi, and the judgment for 2001.); secondly, ^ 
that the ca. sa. was void for not pursuing the form pre- Stopfowj 
scribed by the R. G*, H. T., 3 VicU, which directs that Fitzgerald. 
where the plaintiff seeks to obtain interest on his judg- 
menti there shall be a memorandum on the back or foot 
of the writ, directing the sheriff to levy the amount really 
due, ** and interest thereon, at the rate of 4ZL per centum. 
per annum, from the time when the judgment was entered 
up," &c. 

Petersdorff shewed cause. Upon the first branch of 
the rule it becomes a question whether the judgment 
entered up, as this has been, for a larger sum than that 
authorized, became thereby altogether void, or was 
merely irregular, for if it was merely irregular the 
defendant cannot now take advantage of it, by reason of 
the previous steps he has taken, and his having come too 
late. There is no case which shews a judgment to be 
void for this defect, and, in truth, the defendant has sus- 
tained no injury from it, for execution was issued for the 
proper amount only. If, then, the judgment was merely 
irregular, the defendant has precluded himself from now 
objecting, for it appears that he has twice before taken 
out summonses to be relieved from this execution, and on 
neither of those occasions did he raise these objections, 
and after such a lapse of time it is too late to raise them 
now. The defendant should have gone at first to Chambers 
prepared with all his materials, and he cannot be per- 
mitted to make a third application upon the same subject. 
Secondly, the writ is perfectly regular, 'for as nothing is 
claimed upon this writ for interest, it was unnecessary to 
insert the clause for interest prescribed by the R. G., 



Stopfobd 

FirZOBRALD. 
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Baa CaurL ff^ T., 3 Fict. The plaintiff need not claim interest 
unless he choosesi and if he does not, nothing need 
be said about it in the writ 

Temple, in support of the rule. First, the judgment is 
entirely void. The authority given to the plaintiff by 
the warrant of attorney is a limited one» and should have 
been strictly pursued. There was no authority to sign 
judgment for SOOl, and the judgment therefore^ so signed, 
must be considered as altogether void ; Page v. South (a). 
Secondly, the writ was void as not pursuing the form 
given by the rule of HiL Term, 3 Vict, which appears 
to be imperative ; and although it is said that this writ 
was not meant to include interest, it is clear, from the 
amount indorsed, that it did include interest. The debt to 
be levied was 55L ; costs, SL 10s. : but the indorsement 
is, to levy 59L 7«., which was, therefore, obviously 
intended to include interest ; and the writ should, there- 
fore, have been made conformable with the writ given by 
the rule of Court, and should have stated the date of the 
judgment. 

CoLERiDGB, J. I am of opinion that this rule ought 
to be discharged. Mr. Temple has properly argued, 
that the first question for consideration is, whether this 
judgment is merely voidable, or is entirely void ; because 
if it is merely voidable, that is an irregularity which is 
cured by the delay and the previous steps which the 
defendant has taken. It appears that judgment having 
been signed on the 1 1 th of Febnuiry, and the defendant 
being taken in execution on the 18th of Marchf he 

(a) 2 Dowl. & L. 108. 
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applied to a Judge at Chambers to set aside the warrant Sail Court 
of attorney, on the ground of a defect pointed out in the ^^'^' 
attestation, which summons was dismissed; and then fi^TOPFOKD 
there is a second application on the 10th of April upon FiraomiALii. 
different grounds, but upon that application nothing was 
done* There are, therefore, two distinct applications to 
set asidie these proceedings, and the whole period elapses, 
from the time of signing judgment until the present 
Term, before the defects now relied upon are mentioned ; 
but this delay is attempted to be accounted for on the 
ground that the defendant was not aware of the defects. 
Now I have always understood, that in taking advan- 
tage of an irregularity you do not consider the actual 
knowledge of the party, but his means of knowledge* I 
do not mean to say, that the fact of his being in ignorance 
of a defect is not a reason properly to be urged upon 
such a question ; but as a general rule, if he has the 
means of ascertaining the real facts, and does not do so, 
he should suffer for his own neglect, and if, particularly 
as in this case^ a party brings his opponent twice before 
a Judge upon the subject now under consideration, and 
yet does not rely upon the defects which he now sets up, 
I think he is too late to take any advantage of them at 
this time. But this is, of course, supposing that the 
defect is merely an irregularity. Now, therefore, the 
question arises, is this judgment void or merely voidable? 
The argument for the defendant is, that this judgment 
being signed for 200L, when the warrant of attorney 
only authorized it to be signed for 1 10£, it was an excess 
of authority and altogether void, and in support of this 
position the case of Page v. South is quoted ; but if any 
thing can be drawn from that case upon this subject (for 
it is* not precisely in point) as regards the judgment of my 
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Baa Cawri. Brother Wightman, I should say that what was passing 
^^'* in his mind was, that the judgment was voidable only, as 

Stofpobd he expressed himself that he thought it could l?e amended. 
VmexMAjLD. There is then no authority to shew that this judgment is 
void, and I really think that it stands upon a footing of 
a judgment signed upon an ordinary verdict, and we 
know that nothing is more common than the amending of 
such judgments* During the same Term, they are 
amended as a matter of course in any particular; but 
after Term, only by the authority of the statute. These 
judgments are constantly amended in these particulars at 
Chambers, and I never knew it urged that they were 
void. I therefore treat this objection as an irregularity, 
and made, therefore, too late. Then as to the other 
point The rules of Court are, of course, to be strictly 
followed only under such circumstances as the particular 
cases may require. Now in this case the writ does not 
claim anything for interest, but merely claims the prin- 
cipal sum of 551.9 and costs 31. Ids., the writ being to 
levy the entire sum of 59Z. 7s. It is said that the two 
former sums, when put together, exceed the latter, and» 
therefore, that the difierence must be accounted for as so 
much in the shape of interest But I think the difference 
may well be referred to certain expenses of the levy, and 
that there is no substantial reason for supposing that it is 
to be referred to a claim for interest. I think, therefore, 
that there is no reason for setting aside this judgment, 
and that the rule must be discharged. 

Rule discharged, with costs. 
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Bail Court, 

1847. 
In the Matter of William Martin, j^^y 3. 



QN the 80th of AprU, Sturgeon obtained a writ of A ^^ 
habeas corpus, directed to the keeper of her Majesty's examination 

'^ '^ " " before the com. 

gaol of NewgatBj commanding him to bring up the body missioner, 
of WUUam Martini together with the day and cause of by him to the 
his taking and detainer^ before the Court. The rule was ^^e4«r 0/ 
obtained upon an affidavit of the said WUliam Martin, ^^^^""^^ 
which stated that a fiat in bankruptcy was issued against tisfactory 

^ ^ ° answers), m 

him in the beginning of the month of March, 1847, order that he 

might be 

upon which he was declared bankrupt ; that on the 22nd brought before 

of that month, being the day appointed for the first meeting Court On 

of his creditors, he, the bankrupt, surrendered himself to \^f^ the^ 

such fiat, and was examined at the Court of Bankruptcy, o^^'^^a 

examined by 
them, that 
Court committed the bankrupt to Newgate, there to remain until he full answer made to the 
satisfaction of the Court, or of any of the commissioners. He was afterwards brought before 
the commissioner to whom the fiat in bankruptcy had been allotted, to pass his last examination, 
when he was asked if he had any further statement to make. He replied he had, and added 
one fact to his former statement, but which the commissioner told him did not in any way 
alter the case, and he was taken back to Newgate under the old commitment, the commissioner 
4ecliniDg ei^er to recommit or discharge. 

A habeas corpus being obtained, the return merely set out the warrapt of commitment by 
the Subdiviaon Court. On a motion to discharge the bankrupt it was objected — 

Firxt, that the return was b.ad, for not setting out the first examination before the single 
commissioner. 

Secomd, that it did not show that the Subdivision Court had been duly summoned and 
properly constituted. 

Tliirdt that the last examination of the bankrupt was not set out. 

Fourth, because on such last occasion the bankrupt should not have been taken back upon 
the old warrant of commitment, but should have been taken to the Subdivision Court, again 
to^have been dealt with by them. 

HM,Jir$t, that it was not necessary to set out the first examination, as the Subdivbion 
Court did not act upon it, but were bound to form their own opinion of the conduct of tho 
bankrupt, on his examination before them, and the bankrupt was committed upon their warrant. 
Second, that as the Subdivision Court is a Court of Record, it was sufficient that the return 
stated a commitment by such Court, without stating how it was constituted. Third and fawrih, 
that as the statement made by the bankrupt on the last occasion did not alter the case,* in the 
opinion of the commissioner before whom it was made, it was not necessary that it should be 
noticed in the return, nor was it incumbent on the commissioner to remand the bankrupt, to 
be dealt with by the Subdivision CourWthe commitment being a continuing one, until the 
bankrupt ** full answer make to the satffisction of the commissioners, or some one of them.'* 

StmhU, On a motion for the discharge of a prisoner on a return to a habeas corpus, who 
is not in custody under a commitment or detainer, on any ** criminal, or supposed criminal 
matter, or for debt, or any process upon civil suit," affidavits may be used to shew facts not 
apparent on the face of the warrant. 

VOL. II. D 



84 EASTER TERM, 

Bail Qmrt. in BoiinghaU Street, in the city of London, and that Mr. 
.* Commissioner Shepherd was the commissioner under 



In theHttter gu^jj fiat ; that on tlie 25th of March a Subdivision Court 
Mastiw« was held at the said Court ol Bankrui^; that Mr. 
Commissioner GouUmm, Mr. Commisrioner Hokoyd, and 
Mr* Commissioner Fonblanque formed such said Subdivi- 
sion Court, and that Mr. Commissioner GouJbum sat in 
such Subdivision Court for Mr. Commissioner Shepherd^ 
who was then unable to attend through iUaess. That after 
being examined by the said Subdivision Court, he, the 
deponent, was by the said Subdivision Court committed 
to Newgate, under a warrant signed by the said commis* 
sioners so forming the said Subdivision Court for the 
reasons assigned in the said warrant. That on the next 
day (the 26th of March) the deponent was taken (being 
then in custody) before Mr. Commissioner Shepherd, at 
the said Court of Bankruptcy, when he, the deponent, 
was requested to sign, and did sign, a declaration such as 
is now usually signed by bankrupts, in lieu of an oath, 
prior to their examination ; and upon such signing, was 
asked by the commissioner if he had any additional state- 
ment to make concerning the loss of the money, meaning 
the loss of the sum of 140&, mentioned in the warrant for 
the deponent's committal; to which the deponent replied, 
** that he had an additional statement to make respecting 
the loss of the money," and then stated to the commis- 
sioner, as such additional statement, '* that he had 
remembered since his committal to prison, that he had 
informed his (the deponent's) brother of the loss of the 
said money about ten days after the loss thereof, and which 
circumstance he (the depcffient) did not remember when 
he was examined before the Subdivision Court." The 
commissioner then inquired ** if that was all the deponent 
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had to say, in addition to his former statement before the ^^ ^^^'•<^- 

1847 
Sobdivision Court," to which deponent replied "yes.** 



The commissioner then said that the additional statement ^^ the^^latter 
then made did not alter the case. Upon which the Maetim. 
counsel for the prosecution of the fiat applied to the 
commissioner to recommit the deponent to Newgate^ 
but the comnussioneri after having consulted another 
commissioner on the subject, refused to recommit. 
Counsel for the deponent then applied for the discbarge 
of the deponent^ but the commissioner said ^* he should 
neither discharge nor recommit*' the deponent, who was 
thereupon taken back to Newgate upon the original 
warrant of commitment, where the deponent had remained 
until the present time. The bankrupt was brought up 

r 

on this day (drd May), and the return to the habeas 
corpus merely set out the warrant under which the bank-^ 
rupt bad been committed by the Subdivision Court, which 
was in this form :-^ 

** In the Court of Bankruptcy, 
** In the Matter of IViUiam Martin^ a Bankrupt 

** At the Court of Bankruptcy, Bagtnghall Street, in 
the city of London, the SSth day of March, 1847. 

*' Whereas a fiat in bankruptcy, bearing date the 
nineteenth day o( February, one thousand eight hundred 
and forty-seven, and directed to her Majesty's Court of 
Bankruptcy, was duly issued against WiUiam Martin, of 
No. 10, iSkinner Street, Somer^s Town, in the parish of 
Saint Pancras, in the county of Middlesex, grocer and 
tea dealer, which said fiat was duly filed and entered of 
record in the said Court, and the said WilUam Martin hath 
been duly adjudged a bankrupt thereunder. And whereas 
the said WilUam Martin did, on the twenty-second day 
o{ March, one thousand eight hundred and forty-seven) 

d2 
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Bail Court, surrender himself to Edward OouBmmf serjeant at law, 
^°^'' one of the commissioners of the said Court, authorized to 
of proceed in the said fiat, and did make and sign the decla- 

ABTiN. pii(JQ|| pursuant to the statute in that behalf. And whereat 
the said Edward GauUmrn/in the execution of the powers 
and' authority given to him by the several statutes made, 
and now in force, concerning bankrupts, did proceed 
to examine the said William Martin concerning matters 
touching his estate and effectsi, and propounded certain 
questions to the said WiUiam Martin. And wheteas the 
answers given by the said WiUiam Martin to the said 
questions having been unsatisfactory to the said Edward 
OouUmrnt be, the said Edward Goulbum, by his warrant 
under his hand and seal, bearing date the twenty-second 
day of Marchf one thousand eight hundred and forty- 
seven, did duly commit the said William Martin to the 
care and custody of James Cooper^ one of the messengers 
of the Court of Bankruptcy, to be brought up this day 
before a Subdivision Court. And whereas the said 
William Martin having been this day so duly brought by 
the said James Cooper before us, John 'Samuel Martin 
Fonblanque^ and Edward Holroyd^ Esqrs., and Edward 
tiouUmm^ Serjeant at law, commissioners of the Court of 
Bankruptcy, whose names and seals are hereunto affixed, 
constituting a Subdivision Court, we have proceeded to 
examine the said WiUiam Martin^ touching matters con* 
cerning his estate and effects, and he, the said WiUiam 
Martin^ having duly made and signed this declaration, 
pursuant to the statute in that behalf made and provided,. 
We, in the execution of the powers and authorities given 
jind granted by the several acts made, and now in force, 
concerning bankrupts, did cause several questions to be 
propounded to him, the said WiUiam Martin^ which 



Ma&tin. 
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questions are hereinafter stated in the examination of the ^f^^ Oo**^ 
bankrupt hiereinafter set forth, to which questions so put to 
him, the said JViUiam Mariinf gave the several following * ^f ""^^ 
answers thereto set forth respectively hereinafter in the said 
examination of the said bankrupt, which said examination 
is as follows, that is to say : [The whole of the examination 
was then set out; it consisted of fifty-one questions, with 
the answers thereto, in which the bankrupt tells a most 
improbable story of having sold his business for 140/., 
which he received all in sovereigns, and then of his having 
lost or been robbed of the money in a third class railway 
carriage, in travelling from London to Edmonton. No 
question was raised as to that part of the return, therefore 
it was not necessary to set out the details. At the con- 
clusion of the examination, the warrant proceeds as 
follows :] Which answers of the said William Martin 
not being satisfactory to us, the said commissioners, these 
are therefore to will, require, and authorize you imme- 
diately, upon receipt hereof, to take into your custody 
the body of the said William Martin^ and him safely to 
convey to her Majesty's prison of Newgate, and him there 
to deliver to the keeper of the said prison, who is hereby 
required and authorized by virtue of the statutes aforesaid, 
to receive the said William Martin into his custody, and 
him safely to keep and detain, without bail or mainprize, 
until such, time as he shall submit himself to us, or to any 
of the commissioners of the said Court of Bankruptcy, 
and full answer make to our or their satisfaction, to the 
questions so put to him by us as aforesaid, and for so 
doing this shall be your sufficient warrant* Given under 
our hands and seals, at the Court of Bankruptoy, in 
BasinghaU Street , in the city of London, this twenty-fifth 
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Bail Court, day of March, one thousand eight hundred and forty* 
^^^'^' seven* 

In the Matter " JOHN S. M. FONBLANQUE, (l. S.) 

Martik. " Edward Holroyd, (l. s.) 

** Edward Goulburn, (l. s.)" 

** To James Cooper, our messengeri 
or bis assistant, and to the Keeper 
of her Majesty's Prison of New* 
gate, or his deputy th^e* 

« T. G. WiNSLOW, Reg/" 

Sturgeon now moved that the prisoner be discharged 
from custody, on the ground that the return to the habeas 
corpus was insufficient in several particuhirs. 

First, the warrant of commitment, which is set out 
in the return, (and which in fact forms the whole of the 
return) is bad, for not setting out the fir^ examination of 
the bankrupt before Mr* Commissioner Ooulbum (who sat 
for Mr. Commissioner Shepherd, to whom the fiat was 
originally allotted), whan he was committed to the 
custody of the messenger of the Court, to be brought 
up before a Subdivision Court. The warrant-merely sets' 
put the examination of the bankrupt before the Sub» 
division Court This Court, therefore, has no means of 
asoertainit^ whether the bankrupt was properly in custody 
when so brought before the Subdivision Court. By the 
6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 36, power is given to theconunissioners 
acting under any commission of bankruptcy, to commit a 
bankrupt until he shall ^^full answer make to their satis* 
faction to such questions as shall be put to him.** 

The 1 & 2 Wm. 4, c. 56, after constituting the Court 
of Bankruptcy, &c., enacts, by sect: 6, ** that the six 
commissioners may be formed into two Subdivision 
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Courts^ consisting of three commissioners in each Courts BaU Court. 

for hearing and determining the matters and things, and lo^'^ 

making the examinaticms thereinafter referred to." Then, In the Matter 

sect. 7 provides^ *' that in every bankruptcy prosecuted in Maatik. 

the said Court of Bankruptcy, it shall and may be lawful 

for any one or more of the sud six commissioners to 

have, perform, and execute all the powers, duties, and 

authorities by any act or acts of Parliament now in force 

vested in commissioners of bankruptcy/' as if authorized 

by a separate commission: *^ Provided always, that no 

single commissioner shall have power to commit any 

bankrupt or other person examined before him, otherwise 

than to the care and custody of a messenger or other 

officer of the S£ud Court, to be by him detained in his 

custody, and brought up before a Subdivision Court, or 

the Court of Review, within three days after such com* 

mitment." Then comes the 13th section, which gives 

power to any single commissioner to *^ adjourn the 

examination of any witness or other person, to be taken 

either before a Subdivision Court, or the Court of 

Review." The Subdivision Court, therefore, has no power 

of itself to bring up a bankrupt for re-examination before 

them, and then commit, but has merely a power to 

commit a bankrupt on a reference or adjournment of his 

examination to them by the commissioner to whom the 

fiat, has been proceeded with. A single commissioner 

has, for every purpose, as much power vested in him as 

the whole six, or a Subdivision Court, except that he can 

only commit a bankrupt to the custody of a messenger or 

other officer of the Court, and direct him to be brought 

up before a Subdivision Court, or the Court of Review, 

within three days of such committal* The Subdivision 
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Bau Omrt. Court, therefore, can only be called in aid in these cases 

1_ in which, in the opinion of a single commissioner acting 

In the Matter j„ ^^y g^^^ j^^ ^^gj^j ^^ commit This being so, the first 

Mabtik. examination of the. bankrupt, in this case on which the 
committal has in fact taken place, ought to be set out on 
the face of the warrant, to enable the Court to see whether 
a valid reason for such committal existed. All that 
appears on the &ce of this warrant is, that the answers 
given by the bankrupt to Mr. Commissioner GrcuUmm 
** were unsatisfactory" to the commissioner, and that the 
said commissioner thereupon committed the bankrupt to 
the custody of the messenger, to be brought up before a 
Subdivision Court This is cleariy insufficient 

Then, secondly^ there is nothing on the face of the 
warrant to shew jurisdiction in the Subdivision Court. 
The warrant merely recites that the bankrupt was 
*^ brought before John Samuel Martin Fonblanque and 
Edward Holroyd^ Esqrs., and Edward Goutburut serjeant 
at law, commissioners of the Court of Bankruptcy, whose 
names and seals are hereunto affixed, constituting a Sub' 
division Court^ and nothing is said as to how the Court 
was constituted, or that it '* was duly summoned,** as 
required by 5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. S9, s. S3. There is nothing, 
therefore, to shew that the Court was duly formed. It is 
not sufficient for the warrant to allege that the bankrupt 
was brought before certain persons *' constituting** a 
Subdivision Court, it should be shewn affirmatively on 
the face of the warrant that the requirements of the 
statute have been complied with. Jt is clear that this 
Court was not one formed in the ordinary way, for if 
it had, Mr. Commissioner Shepherd^ to whom the fiat in 
this cas^ was originally allotted, should have been one of 
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the three cDrnmissioiiera forming it (6 & 6 /Tm. 4> c. 29, *^ ""^ 
a. S3) (a), irhe was prevented by sickness from attend- 
ing, and another commissioner substituted under the 
powers or the 23rd section already cited, this should have 
been shewn on the ftce of the commitment, and also that 
the substituted commissioner was duly called in and 
required to attend by the other two commissioners. 

Thirdly, it appears upon the affidavit on which the 
habeas corpus was granted, that after the committal of 
the bankrupt by the Subdivision Court, he submitted 
himself to be examined, and was examined by Mr. 
Commissioner Shepherd touching bis former statements 
to the Subdivision Court, and added a new fact thereto, 
after which he was remanded to Newgate upon the old 
wanant. This renders the return bad in two respects ; 
6r8t, on the ground that the addidonal fact so added is 
not set out thereon, and secondly, that the commitment 



(a) " And wImi«m bj the laid flrat recited act, it ii enacted that the m 
conunknaDen IhereiR ineDtioiied mtj be lonned into tiro S^Adiriiira 
CoiDls, coiuiMmg of three commiuionen for each Court, lor the purpoaM 
therein mentioned ; and that all references and adjonnunenta bj a lingle 
commiasiaaer to a SubdbiiiDD Court, bj rirtoe of the nid act, ihall be to 
tbe SubdJTinoB Conn to which he beloogi, imleM the laid oomwIwioBer 
in case of the ncknen of some one or more of the commisaioiwrs of inch 
Subdiviaion Court, or for othef Buffioient cause, shall think fit othenrise to 
- direct ; be it enacted, that in ca*e of the non-attendance of an; one or more 
of the commiBtioner* of either of the said Subdinsion Couiti, to be dot; 
summoned for that purpose, the reference shall not be of neceuit; to the 
other Sabdiiision Comt, but it shall and may be lairful fbf the remaining 
comumrioner or commissioners of such SabdinnoD Court to call in and 
reqiure the attendance of 'uther or an j of the conutusnonen of the other 
of the said SubdiTisioD Courts, and that such commissioDen maj form a 
Subdiiiaion Court for the purposes of the swd recited act, as fullj and 
eSectuany as either of the too Subdirision Court) w now antboriied to be 
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Susi Court, on the old warrant is bad; Coombe^s case (a), Browne s 

1847. ,.. 
case (o). 

In the Matter 
of 

Mabtin. M.*Chamhers (who appeared to support the return) 

submittedi that as this did not appear by the return 
the Court could not enter into it, and objected to any 
affidavit being referred to, contending that in deciding 
upon the validity of a commitment by commissioners of 
bankrupt, the Court could not travel out of the return ; 
Crowley^ s casei^c). 

Sturgeon. It is clear that the Chancellor must have 
read affidavits in Coomhe*s case {d)\ and here the habeas 
corpus issues upon the affidavit of the bankrupt, upon 
which is stated the facts on which I rely, and thereby 
this affidavit in a manner becomes incorporated into and 
forms a part of the return. {Erhf J. I was at first 
inclined to think that affidavits were not admissible, but 
it seems, that where a prisoner's discharge depends on 
some fact not set out on the wri<^ affidavits may be used. 
I find that in Ex parte Lampon {e) this was done, and 
on the same objection as the present being taken, the 
Lord Chancellor there says, *' affidavits may certainly be 
read to shew facts not apparent on the warrant, otherwise 
there would be nothing to prevent the commissioners 
from making up a warrant stating the &cts incorrectly, or 
altogether omitting them, and as London commissioners 
are Judges of record, (1 & S Wm. 4, c 56, s. 61,) they 
would not be liable to an .action for so doing.'' The 
distinction is, that the prisoner is not brought up on a 

(a) 2 Rose» 396. (Jb) Ibid. 400. (c) 2 Swans. 75. 

(if) 2 Rose, 396. (e) 1 Mon. & Ayr. 145. 
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* 

habeas corpus from* a commitment or detainer on any ^^ Cowrt. 
criminal or supposed criminal matter under the 31 Car. 2, * 

c 2, but under 66 Geo. 3, c. 100, the third section of ^themu^ 
which expressly enacts, ** that in all cases provided by Mastw. 
that act" (which are in all cases other than some crimi- 
nal matters^ or for debt or process upon some civil suit) 
'^although' the return to any writ of habeas corpus shall 
be good and sufficient in law, it shall be lawful for the 
Justice or Baron, before whom such writ shall be return- 
able, to proceed to examUie into the truth of tihe &cts 
set forth in such return by affidavit or by affirmation, in 
cases where an affirmation is allowed by law, and to do 
therein as to justice shall appertain." I think, therefore, 
the affidavit may be referred to in this case.^ Then the 
return is bad for not setting out the additional fact stated 
by the bankrupt. This fact was a material one, as it 
went to confirm his previous story, and should have been 
set out on the return to enable this Court to judge of the 
whole case, and to see whether the commitment was a 
vdid one or not. But whether this is so or not, it is 
clear that the remand to Newgate on the same warrant of 
commitment is bad, and on this point Coomhe^s case (a) 
is decisive. It was there held, that where a bankrupt 
committed by commissioners is again brought before 
them, and is remanded, there ought to be a warrant of 
recommitment or a detainer, stating the cause of the 
recommitment The Chancellor, in part of his judgment, 
says, ** Upon principle, indeed, I must confess I do not 
understand this act <5 Oeo. 2, c. 30, ss. 16, 17, 18,) 
unless it throws upon the commissioners the necessity of 
stating all the questions and answers as far a^ they are 

(a) 2 Rose» 396. 



Ma&tin. 
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BuU Omu applicable to the subject of commitment The imprison- 
-. ' ment proceeds upon an ansirer deemed unsatisfactory ; 

'^ ^ of ^ 'to induce satisfaction is the object of it : and if the result 
of a subsequent examination be continued, it is not the 
first examination alone, but all that has occurred on the 
subject of the commitment taken together, that authorizes 
the continuance, and constitutes what the Court is called 
on to investigate^— 'the cause of detainer. As the law 
now stands, every principle is in coincidence with this 
necessity*'' The proper course for the commissioner to 
have taken, would have been to have remanded the 
bankrupt to the Subdivision Court, and for the Sub- 
division Court to have added the new fact, spoken to by 
the bankrupt, to the warrant of commitment, and then to 
have recommitted him. The single commissioner had no 
such power, and, therefore, the remand under the old 
commitment is illegal, and the prisoner is entitled to his 
discharge. 

Jf. Chambers {Duncan with him) appeared to support 
the return, but were not called on. 

£rl£, J. It appears to me that the objections taken 
to the formation of the Subdivision Court are unfounded. 
The Subdivision Court is a Court of Record, and it is 
quite sufficient that the warrant states the order of com- 
mitment to be by the three commissioners ^^constituting 
a Subdivision Court," without shewing how such Court 
was constituted. The fact of Mr. Serjeant QouUmm 
sitting for Mr. Commissioner tS'^A^rc^ does not alter the 
question, for the Court when ** constituted," whether in the 
ordinary way, or by the substitution of another commis- 
sioner in the place of one unable to attend by sickness, is 
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rendered by the a(*t 1 & 2 H^m. 4, c 56, a valid Court for all MiOmH, 
purposes ; and it is not necessary to set out on the face 



of the commitment how it was formed, or that the com- ^ %f ***' 
missioners were duly summoned. It is then said, that Maetin. 
the warrant ought to set out the first examination which 
took place before the single commissioneri before the 
bankrupt was committed to the custody of the messenger 
to be brought before the Subdivision Court; I do not 
think that it is necessary. We are dealing here with a 
judgment of the Subdivision Court; and the question is, 
whether the examination which took place before them 
was one on which they ought to commit. They were 
bound to form their own opinion on the conduct of the 
bankrupt ; and if they had allowed their minds to have 
been prejudiced by what had taken place at the exami- 
nation before the single commissioneri they would not 
have done their duty. The bankrupt is committed upon 
their warrant, and it therefore seems to me that the 
warrant is right in not setting out the first examination 
which did not take place before them. The third objec- 
tion was, that the examination as it is called, before Mr. 
Commissioner Shepherd^ when the bankrupt made a 
statement of an additional fact, should have been set out 
on the warrant, and that the commissioner should have 
remanded the bankrupt for recommittal by the Sub- 
division Court. I do not think that is necessary. The 
bankrupt was brought before Mr. Commissioner Shepherd 
for the purpose of signing the statutory declaration, and, 
pro formaf passing his last examination. He was not 
asked any questions, but merely told he might make any 
statement he pleased. He did make a statement of one 
fact, which did not at all alter or vary his former state- 
ment, and nothing was done upon it. The commitment 
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Bail CtmrL was a Continuing commitment of the bankrupt " until 
1847. such time as he shall submit himselP to any of the 



In the Bf«tter Commissioners of the Court of Bankruptcy, '^and full 

of 

Martin. answer make to their satisfaction." The commitment, 
therefore, is a continuing commitment until the cause 
thereof is removed by the bankrupt's making a satisfactory 
answer, which he certainly did not, when before the 
single commissioner on the last occasion. He was 
merely asked if he had anything to add to his former 
statement, and on his making some answer, he is told 
that what he then stated did not alter the case ; and the 
commitment still remained a continuing commitment. It 
seems to me, therefore, that there was no necessity for 
any allusion being made in the warrant to the taking of 
the bankrupt before the commissioner at all on this 
occasion. With regard to the commitment itself, by the 
Subdivision Court, I have read the answers myself, and 
certainly, if I had been the commissioners, I should have 
done as they have done, for a more improbable story I 
never heard. Both on the merits, therefore, as well as 
on the matters of law, I think the bankrupt must be 
remanded to his former custody. 

Bankrupt remanded. 
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BaUOmrL 
1847. 

The QuEBN against Barnard Gregory. Febim^ i, 

and April 22. 

^HIS was a rule obtained by JVordsworih, calling upon j^ defendant 
the defendant to shew cause, why the prosecutor J^jf*!"^ 
should not be at liberty to issue a writ of venire facias pdictment for 

libel, removed 

juratores in this prosecution, as of the 11th day otJanuartff at his instance 

into this Court 

1843, returnable on some day in Easter Term, 1843, and ^certiorari, 
the entry roll and the record of nisi prius in this prosecu* Court made up 
tion, be thereupon amended accordingly, or why the andmlns^nff 
return day of the writ of venire facias juratores, now ancw^fiSnT" 
entered in the said entry roll jmd record of nisi prius, ^T^^'^**'"' 
as being the 16th day of Aprils should not be amended yenire facias 

. juratores, as 

by substituting some other day in JEaster Term, 1843, issuing in 
and why the said entry roll and record of nisi prius 1843, return-' 
should not be further amended by stating after the several i6th of a^ 
days of the month in the jury process, and continuances y^i^for^n^^^ 
therein respectively mentioned, the Term and year of the *^® «>»*»«- 

* •' ' •' ances, and 

reiffn in which the said days respectively were, and why omstted the 

If * if ^ contmuances 

the said entry roll should not be further amended by for Eaaier 
inserting therein continuances from Easter, 1844, to to Trinity 
Trinity Term, 1845. The rule was obtained upon the mchaeinuu 
affidavit of the clerk to the prosecutor's attorney, which rtTdefendant 
stated that about the month of December, 1842, the ®°f®'^*... 

' retraxit of his 

indictment in this prosecution, which was for a libel, was P'«*» *nd was 

* sentenced to be 

removed by certiorari from the Central Criminal Court imprisoned. 

He brought 
error on the 
judgment, and assigned for error that the 1 6th of April was a Sunday, that the years were 
Qmltted after the months, and that the continuances biefore mentioned were omitted. . 

Held, first, that the Court had power at common law to amend the roll by issuing a venire 
facias juratores now, as for Hilary Term, 1843, returnable in Easier Term, 1843, not on a 
Sunday, axid correcting the roll accordingly, and by inserting the years after the months, and 
the omitted continuances. Secondly, that even if the Court had no such power at common 
law, still the earlier statutes on the subject of amendments, which do not except indictments, 
would authorise such amendments. 
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BaitCniri, 
1847. 

The Qirsjsy 

V. 
GSEGOBY. 



into this Court by the defendant, Barnard Gregory ^ who, 
on the 11th of January , 1843, pleaded '^ not guilty"* to 
the said indictment; that the cause was set down for 
trial, and the same was called on to be tried at the 
sittings after Trinity Term, 1843, when the defendant 
undertook to withdraw his plea of not guilty •** That in 
the following Miehaelnuu Term a retraxit of the said plea 
was entered, and thereupon judgment for the Crown, on 
the retraxit of the said plea was signed against the defend- 
ant, as of the said Michaelmas Term ; that the nisi prius 
record, with the venire and distringas, was made up and 
sent down for trial by the defendant or his clerk in Court, 
and that the defendant or his clerk in Court made up and 
entered of record on the plea or judgment roll all pro- 
ceedings in this case, down to, and including the retraxit 
of the sud plea, and that the prosecutor or his clerk in 
Court entered on the said roll, only the said judgment, 
and the proceedings subsequent thereto, that the said 
defendant or his clerk in Court in so making up the said 
record, as well as in entering the said proceedings on the 
said roll as aforesaid, continued the said proceedings from 
the said 11th day of January, 1843, to the 16th day of 
April in the year last aforesaid, by awarding a venire, 
returnable on the last-mentioned day (which was a 
Sunday), that the said defendant has lately obtained 
a writ of error in this cause, and has assigned as error 
the said continuance from the said 11th day o( January 
to the said 16th day of April, 1843, that day being 
a Sunday, to which the said proceedings could not law-> 
fully or properly be continued. 



Peacock now shewed cause. This rule must be dis- 
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charged or the defendant will be much prejudiced. This ^^^ (^^• 

was an indictment preferred by the Duke of Brunswick 

against the defendant for a libel, to which he pleaded not '^^ ^^^^ 

guilty, but subsequently withdrew his plea, and sufiered Gregory. 

judgment to pass against him. In Trinity Term, 1845, 

he was brought up for judgment in the Queen's Bench, 

and sentenced to six months' imprisonment ; he was 

forthwith sent to prison, where he remained two months, 

when the Bail in Error Act, 8 & 9 Vict. c. 68, having 

been passed, he brought a writ of error, and procured 

bail under the act. Errors have been duly assigned, and 

the error books made up, one of the errors being that the 

return day of the venire facias juratores was on a Sunday. 

This is the defect which is now sought to be amended, 

and if allowed, after all this lapse of time, the defendant 

will be very much prejudiced as to his writ of error, and 

have been put to great and useless expense. Then, has 

the Court any power, either by statute or at common 

law, to make this amendment ? It is submitted that it 

has not. The statutes of amendment do not apply to 

criminal cases, and at common law there is no power 

to amend after such a lapse of time, and where a writ of 

error has been brought and allowed, and the errors 

assigned. . It is laid down in 2 Tidd^s Practice, 753, 

that at common law, *' whilst pleadings are on paper, and 

before they. are entered of record, the Court, or a Judge, 

will amend the declaration, &c., in form or in substance 

on proper and equitable terms.*' Again, at page 767 of the 

same volume, *' whilst the proceedings are on paper, the 

aiQendment is at common law, and not within any of the 

statutes of amendment, which only relate to proceedings 

of record. And there is no difference as to the doctrine of 

amending at common law, between, civil and criminal 

VOL. II. E 
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BaU Court, cases." " When the proceedings are entered on record, 

the Courts, it is said, will amend no farther than is allow- 

The Queen able by the statutes of amendment.'* The first of these 

Gbegoby. statutes is the 14 Edw* 3, stat. 1, c 6, which enacts 
that (a) '* no process shall be annulled or discontinued by 
misprision of the clerk, in writing one syllable or letter too 
much or too little, but as soon as the mistake is per« 
ceived, by challenge or other matter, it shall be amended 
in due form, without giving advantage to the party that 
challengeth the same, because of such misprision/' The 
Judges construed this statute so favourably for suitors 
that they extended it to a ward. And by 9 Sefh 5, 
Stat 1, c. 4, it is declared that they shall have the same 
power as well after as before judgment This statute 
was confirmed by 4 Hen. 6, c. 3, and extended by 
8 Hen. 6, c. 12| to whatever the justices may think in 
ih&r discretion to be a misprision of their clerks. This is 
further extended by 8 Hen. 6, c. 15| to the misprisions of 
^ ^' their clerks and other officers, as sherifis, coroners, &&" 
** These are, properly speaking, the only statutes of 
amendment, and it seems that they apply to penal as well 
as other actions, but they do not extend to criminal 
eases" (a). 

Wordffoorih stated that he would concede that the 
statutes relating to amendments did not apply. 

Peacock. Then, at common law, it is clear that the 
amendment cannot be made in ciml cases, and a fortiori, 
the amendment will not be allowed in criminal cases. In 
this case judgment has been given, and punishment partly 

(i») 2 Tidd. 769. (6) Ibid. 709. 
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suffered thereon, in the late case of Reg. v. StoweU (a), ^^ ^>'^' 
an objection was taken to the venue in the indictment, ^^*' 
the only venue being « Central Criminal Court to wit," '^'^ ^^"^ 
and the indictment having been removed into Middlesex^ GaKooftY* 
by certiorari, at the instance of the defendant, he was 
tried there and found guilty. A rule nisi to arrest the 
judgment was subsequently obtained, on the ground that 
the indictment did not show any offence to have been 
committed in Middlesex^ by a jury of which county it had 
been tried, and who therefore had no jurisdiction to try it. 
An application was made to the Court in that case to 
amend the record, but Lord Denman^ in giving the 
judgment of the Court, says, '' We were pressed to take 
this objection from the record, by entering nunc pro ^unc, 
a suggestion directing the trial in Middlesex. But we 
are not satisfied of our power to do this, even if required, 
before the trial ^ and, if we possessed that power, should 
be very slow to exercise it. Nor can we conceive any cir- 
cumstances in which we should make such an alteration, 
when first moved to do so, after trial. The objection 
must, therefore, prevail." This case shews the jealousy 
with which the Courts look at applications of this kind, 
and unless some authority is shewn to the Court for the 
amendment now sought by the other side, it is submitted 
that this Court will not make the amendment at this late 
stage of the proceedings. In Chaney v. Payne (h) it 
was held that after a conviction has been quashed, on 
appeal or certiorari, for defects on the face of it, it is 
not competent for the convicting justice to protect himself 
from an action, by drawing up a more formal one, nor 
can be do so after the defendant, taken on a warrant 

(«} 5 Q. B. 44. (ft) 1 Q. B. 712. 

E 2 
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BaU Court, reciting a defective conviction, has been discharged by 

habeas corpus, though the conviction has not been 

e viDEEN ,.gmQygjj Qf quashed. Then again, there is nothing here 

Gregory, j^ amend by, nor is there anything to shew that the 
defect in this case was caused by a misprision of the 
clerk. It is then sought to enter continuances. [Erie, J. 
That part of the rule is merely incidental, and follows, as of 
course, if the first part of the rule be made absolute. The 
only question is, whether I have power to alter the date 
of the return day of the writ, or to issue a new one nunc 
pro tunc,] Then it is said that the defect was caused by 
the defendant's clerk in Court, and therefore he is not to 
take advantage of it, but the defendant had no control 
over the entry made by the clerk in Court, he was 
obliged, by the rules of the Court to employ one, but is in 
no way respcMisible for any mistake made by him more 
than that of any other officer of the Court. 

Wordsworth, in support of his rule. The act of the 
defendant's clerk in Court must be taken to be the act 
of the defendant, and if so, here is the defendant seeking 
to take advantage of an error made by himself. This, at 
all events, the Court will not allow him to do, if it has 
power to amend or issue a new writ. It is conceded that 
the statutes of amendment do not apply to criminal cases. 
But has not the Court power to make this amendment at 
common law ? It is clear that the Court has the power 
in civil cases, and it is a mistake to suppose that there 
is any difference in the power of the Court over the 
record before it, in criminal cases, and that which it has in 
civil ones. There is no reported case in point, but on 
inquiry at the Rule Office, it has been ascertained that 
a similar rule to the one now before the Court was made 



./^ 
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absolute in the case of the Qtieen on the Prosecution 
of Chapman Marshall, Esq., and William Henry Poland, 
Esq., against Douglas and Others, known as ** The 
Sheriff of Middlesex's case.^ A copy of the rule granted 
in that case has been obtained, and is in this form : — *^ It 
was ordered that the entry roll in the Treasury, and the 
record of nisi prius in this prosecution should be amended 
by stating the continuances upon the said entry roll and 
record afler the several days of the month or week therein 
respectively mentioned, the Term and year of the reign 
in which the saicl several days respectively were." This 
appears to be exactly in point, and is an authority for 
making the present rule absolute. 

Cur. adv. vult. 



BaU Couri. 

1847. 

The Queen 

o. 
Gregory. 



Erlk, J., now delivered judgment. The defendant, in 
January, 1843, pleaded not guilty to an indictment for 
a misdemeanor, removed at his instance into this Court 
by certiorari, and his clerk in Court according to the 
usual practice, made up the plea roll, and in entering the 
continuances from Term to Term, he entered a venire facias 
juratores, as issuing in Hilary Term, 1843, returnable on 
the 16th of April, he omitted the years for all the con- 
tinuances, and omitted the continuances from Easter 
Term, 1844, to THnity Term, 1845. The defendant, in 
Michaelmas Term, 1845, entered a retraxit, was brought 
up for judgment, and was sentenced to be imprisoned. 
He brought a writ of error on the judgment, and assigned 
for error that the 16th of April was a Sunday, that the 
years were omitted after the months, and that the con- 
tinuances before mentioned were omitted. A rule nisi 
was obtained for issuing a venire facias now as for Hilary 
Term, 1843, returnable in Easter Term, 18') 3, not on a 



April 22. 



v. 

Geegory. 
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^uiSr'^^' '^^"^y* ^^^ correcting the roll accordingly, and for 

. inserting the years after the months and the omitted con- 

tinuances on the roll, and I am of opinion it should be 
made absolute. There are precedents for analogous 
amendments in R. v. Atkinson (a). The error assigned 
in the House of Lords, after a conviction for perjury, was 
the absence of a venire facias juratores, mentioned on the 
roily from the files of the Crown Office ; a certiorari was 
issued to bring up the record^ and this Court gave a leave 
to the Attorney General to issueavenire facias juratoresy and 
put it on the file nunc pro tuncy which was done accord- 
ingly. In Reg. v. Douglas^ Michaelmas Term, 1842, the 
error assigned was the absence of the year after the 
mention of the days on the record, and a rule to amend 
the entry roll in the Treasury, and the record of nisi 
prius, by stating in the continuances after the days of the 
month or week the Termor year of the reign in which the 
said days were, was made absolute. It isclear thatmistakeo 
statements of facts on the records of the Court, made by 
its officers on records, may be amended according to the 
truth by common law. If the record, in this case, con- 
tained the true facts, it would shew that after plea of 
Hilary Term, 1843, the next step taken in the prosecution 
was the retraxit of Michaelmas Term, 1845, and would 
make no mention of continuances from Term to Term. 
As the law continued the prosecution from one step to the 
other, it is difficult to see the need for expressing the 
continuance on the record at all, but practice requires it, 
and has established the form to be by stating an appear- 
ance of the parties, and an award of a venire facias 
juratores, and an omission of the sherifi^ which statements, 

(a) Trinity Term, 26 Geo. 3. 
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in a ViUanl sense, are untrue, and in a conventional sense ^^ Ootm, 

denote merely the continuance. Either party is allowed, 

as an officer of the Court, to enter these continuances, Q'Jeen 

and to do so long after the time to which they relate, and ^^J^asoey. 

in accordance with this practice the defendant's clerk 

in Court made the entries which he now objects to as 

erroneous. These are such mistakes, therefore, of an 

officer of the Court as may be amended according to the 

truth. This amendment of a continuance is by common 

law (see 6 Edw. S, 25 a, pla. 54), where a discontinuance 

in the respite of the jury was amended by the Court, as I 

gather by the argument after the inquest taken, and this 

was before any statute for amendments was passed. If it 

was necessary to have the aid of the earlier statutes 

for amendments which do not expressly except indict* 

ments, I see no reason for assuming that none of those 

statutes are applicable to criminal proceedings, as was 

stated in M. v. Tutchin (a), and some other cases. 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 6 Mod. 268. 



Seal against Hudson. May?. 



J^EBT by a sheriff's officer against an attorney for The attorney 

levy and caption fees. The first count of the decla- who prooeeds 

ration stated, that the defendant, to wit, on, &c., was S^^o^i, 

indebted to the plaintiff in lOt, for certain fees, perquisites, J^w^u!^^ 

sheriff's officer 
for levy and 
caption fees, unless he ap[K>lnt the particalar officer as special bailiff. 
Sernbh. The mere writing of the name of a particular officer on the back of a writ of fi. fm. 
or ca. sa., in the place where the directions to levy or arrest are written, coupled with a 
letter by the plaintiff's attorney, directing the particular pfficer to hold possession afWr 
a levy, is not sufficient to constitute an appointment as special bailiff. 



56 



EASTER TERM, 



£ail Court. 
1847. 

Seal 

V. 

Hudson. 



and sums of money then due and owing, and of right 
payable from the defendant to the plaintiff, as bailiff to 
the sheriff of Surrey, u^on and for the execution of divers 
writs and proceedings for the defendant at his request ; 
and also upon and for the work and labour, trouble, care, 
and diligence of the plaintiff as such bailiff, then done, 
performed, and bestowed in and about the execution and 
serving the said writs and proceedings, and in and about 
the conducting, guarding, and keeping divers persons 
before then arrested by the plaintiff for the defendant, 
under and by virtue of the said writs and proceedings, at 
the like request of the defendant There were also 
counts for money paid and upon an account stated. 

The defendant pleaded nunquam indebitatus to the 
whole declaration. The cause was tried before the 
Secondary of London on the 18th of January , 1847, 
when the plaintiff was nonsuited, with liberty to move to 
set it aside, and for a new trial. 



Jan. 29. 



Pearson moved accordingly, and obtained a rule 
nisi, when it appeared by the affidavits that the 
plaintiff was an officer or bailiff to the sheriff of 
Surrey, and brought the present action against the 
defendant, who is an attorney, to recover 4*1. I8s» for 
work and labour in his capacity of such officer in exe- 
cuting a writ of fieri facias, and also a capias ad satiis- 
faciendum, in a certain action of Gurney v. Fryett, the 
present defendant being the plaintiff's attorney in that 
action. At the trial the plaintiff sought to put in evidence 
two writs, a testatum fieri facias from London into Surrey, 
which had been returned nulla bona, and a capias ad 
satisfaciendum, which had also been returned and the 
return filed on the IJ^th of February, 1844, both issued 
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by the defendant as plaintifTs attorney in the cause of BaU Omrt. 

Gnrney v. FryeiU These were produced by a clerk in ^^^** 

the Queen's Bench Treasury OflSce, and bore the name ^^al 

of the plaintiff in the present action written on the back Hitdson. 
of them in the defendant's handwriting : in the fi. fa. it 
ran thus : 

** Levy 9U &. lOd^., with interest as within directed, 
besides sheriff's poundage, officer's fees, &c, 

*^ John Hudson, 90, Queen Street, Cheapside. 

" Seal.- 
The capias was directed in the same form. These were 
tendered in evidence to prove a special direction of the 
writs by the defendant to the plaintiff. They were 
objected to on two grounds ; first, that as they had been 
returned, the copy of the record should be put in, and 
not the writs ; secondly, that as they were testatum writs, 
the original writs into London should have been produced. 

The Secondary decided, that on both these grounds 
they were inadmissible ; but subsequently admitted them, 
at the request of the plaintiff's counsel, as pieces of 
parchment, with the defendant's handwriting upon them. 
A man named Cox ufas then called, who proved that he 
was an assistant to Seal, the plaintiff, and that in January, 
1844, he arrested the defendant jPry^^^, on a capias issued 
in the cause of Gwmey v. Fryett; he subsequently saw 
the present defendant Hudson^ and took him the plaintiff's 
bill of fees, when he said *' he would not pay more than 
one guinea for the caption." This witness also proved 
executing a fi. fa. on the goods of Fryett in December, 
1843, and putting a man in possession. A letter was 
then put in, from Hudson to Seal, in these words :«— 
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8eal 

V 

Hudson. 



" Sir, " Chumetf v. FryetL 

** The defendant having applied to set aside the 
judgment in this action, and which summons the Judge 
has adjourned until to-morrow, with a direction that the 
sale of defendant's efiects is not to take place in the 
meantime^ you will be pleased not to sell, but only 
continue in possession until further notice. 
" Your's obediently, 

" John Hudson, PlaintiflTs Attorney^ 
'' To Sheriff, Surrey, 
" and Mr. Seai, his officer." 



Evidence was then tendered to shew, that the sheriflrs 
officer always looks to the attorney, and not the plaintiff, 
in an action for his fees. This was objected to by the 
defendant's counsel, and not allowed to be given. This 
being the whole of the plaintiff's case, the Secondary 
thought there was no evidence on which to fix a liability 
on the present defendant to pay the fees, and nonsuited 
the plaintiff. The above rule having been obtained. 



May 6. 



HuddlezUm now shewed cause. The nonsuit was 
quite right in this case. It has never yet been held, that 
an attorney in a cause can be made personally liable to 
a sheriff's officer for his fees of an execution, or caption 
thereon, unless there is an appointment by the attorney 
of the particular officer as special bailiff. It is clear that 
he is not personally liable for the expenses of a witness 
whom he subpoenas to give evidence in a cause, Robins 
v. Bridge (a). To make the attorney personally liable, 
there must be circumstances firom which a special contract 



(a) 3M.& W. 114. 
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between the parties can be inferred. The solicitor to a Bail Qnart, 

fiat in bankruptcy is not liable to the messenger whom he L~ 

nominates, for his bill of fees : and these are very ana- ^ 

logons cases to the one now before the Court. But the Hudson. 

question has been virtually decided in the very late case 

of Maybery v. Mansfield (a). That was an action by 

the sheriff of the county of Brecon against the attorney of 

the execution plaintiff, in a cause for his fees due on the 

execution of a writ of ca. sa. ; and in that case evidence 

was given, that according to the usage in the counties of 

Brecon^ Glamorgan, and Carmarthen, the attorney, and 

not the plaintifi^ was liable to the sheriff for the fees of 

executing process, and it was proved that the defendant 

must have known of the usage. Mr. Justice CoUman, 

who tried the cause, was however of opinion, that the 

attorney was not liable, as the sheriff had done no more 

than the eidgency of the writ required, and directed a 

verdict for the defendant. A rule nisi for a new trial 

having been obtained, the Court held that the ruling of 

Mr. Justice Coltman was right. And in that case Erie, J., 

says, '* the law is,, that the client is liable in such a case 

as this.** [Coleridge, J. The question in this case is, 

whether there was not some evidence of an appointment 

of Seali the pladntiff, as special bailiff? Whether the 

writing his name on the back oi the writs, taken together 

with the letter directing him to keep possession and not 

sell, was not evidence which ought to have been left to 

the jury of such an appointment ?] But there was no 

evidence to shew what the name *' Seal,"* written on the 

writs, meant ; and in the absence of such evidence, this 

Court would never construe the mere writing of that 

(a) 16 L. J., N. S. Q. B. 102. 
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BaU Qmrt. name there by the defendant to amount to an appointment 

of the plaintiff as special bailiff. And it has been held, 

®^^^ that the fact of a plaintiff requesting the sheriff to direct 

Hudson. jjjg warrant to a particular officer does not constitute the 
latter a special bailiff, so as to render him the plaintiff's 
agent ; Babon v. Miggat (a). This Case was recognised 
by the full Court of Queen's Bench in Ford v. LecAe {b), 
and in Corbet ▼. Brown (c), which is a still stronger 
case in the defendant's favour. 



May 7. Pearsofif in support of his rule. First, there was quite 

enough evidence in this case to shew a special employ- 
ment of the plaintiff by the defendant, so as to render 
him liable in this action. All that the cases cited on the 
other side prove is, that the attorney is not personally 
liable, in the absence of evidence of a custom, unless 
there is evidence of a special contract. Now in this 
case, if we take the fact of the plaintiff's name being 
written on the writs by the defendant, with directions to 
levy, and also the letter written to him after the levy, 
desiring him to hold possession, there was ample evidence 
to go to the jury of the special contract, and which 
seems to be quite as strong as that given in Newton v. 
Chambers (d). Then again, by the evidence of CoXy It 
appears that the defendant said, that he would only pay 
\l. Is. for the caption. [Coleridge, J. I was struck 
with that ; but on looking at the sheriff's notes, it nowhere 
appears that any bill of fees was delivered to him by the 
plaintiff.} With regard to the refusal to admit the writs, 
that was clearly wrong. [Coleridge, J. The Secondary 
was under a mistake there no doubt, but by letting them 

(a) 4 Dowl. 557. (c) 6 Dowl. 794. 

(6) 6 A. & E. 699. (d) 1 Dowl. & Lown. 781. 
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in as pieces of paper you took a ground that waived the ^^ Ciwirf. 
objection.} Then, secondly, this rule was moved on the ^ — 

„ Seal 

ground, that the Secondary refused to admit evidence of _ ». 
a custom, that when the officer's name is written on writs 
by the plaintiff's attorney it is the custom of the officer 
to look to the attorney for payment, and at all events 
there should be a new trial on that ground. 

Coleridge, J. On reference to the sheriff's notes, 
I find that the evidence proposed to be given was, ** that 
the sheriff's officer always looks to the attorney, and not 
to the plaintiff in the action." Now if that were so, I 
think the Secondary was right in rejecting evidence of a 
usage like this, for this would have been to introduce an 
innovation in the law, which makes the sheriff the person 
to whom the primary liability for the fees accrues, and 
would lead to great injustice, as the sheriff might lie by 
and then bring his action against the plaintiff in the 
original suit. Then as to the appointment of the bailiff as 
special bailiff. If such an appointment could have been 
shewn, I think it would have beclh sufficient to render 
the defendant liable to the plaintiff in this action ; but I 
do not think the evidence went far enough. The mere 
writing by the defendant of the name of *' SeaP on the 
back of the writs, was not sufficient to constitute an , 
appointment of Seal as special bailiff, and the letter 
written by the defendant did not carry the case much 
further. The rule must, therefore^ be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 
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April 29. Regina against The Justices of Somersetshire. 



An appeal 'J'HIS was a rule calling upon the justices of Somerset- 
order of re- shire to shew cause why they should not enter 

moval was 

entered and Continuances, and hear an appeal against an order for 

M&tummer ^hc removal of Sarah Coles, single woman, from the 

inXe tinw parish of JFedmore, in the county of Somersitf to the 

^Ao^M* parish of West Pennard, in th6 same county. The facts 

senioDsa y^ete as follow. The order of removal was made on the 

notice to 

*< enter, prose-. 4th of Maff, 1846, and served on the appellant parish on 

the appeal at the 18th of that month, together with a notice of charge- 
such MieKaeL , .,- - ^ - . ^. ■• i -^ 

9JUU sessions, ability and copy of the examination on which it was 

the wounds of ^^^6. No noticc of appeal having been given,' the 

w^^e^fora^nir P*^"P6^ ^^ afterwards, on Friday, the 12th of June 

but one docu- following, removed from the respondent to the appellant 

served upon parish. At the ensuing sessions for the county of 

the respondent 

parish. After Somerset, which were holden on the SOth of June, an 

the service of 

such notice, appeal against this order was duly entered and respited 

fortheapTOl. ex parte, and on the "Sth of September, 1846, a notice 

tbaf the^we *"^ groihids of appeal in one document was duly served 

™t^^edb ^ ^^^ appellants upon George Oreen, one of the over- 

theintroduc* geers, and James Toogood, one of the churchwardens of 

tion of the 

words '' to the respondent parish. This notice omitted to mention 

enter," got »*,, iiii ii •ii 

back, and tore that the appeal had been entered and respited, and ran 

off the first 
page, which 
ne rewrote, 

omitting the words ** to enter," and introducing a notice of withdrawal of the orifirlnal 
notice. He then attached the new page to the rest of the original notice, and re-served the 
notice and grounds so amended without again procuring the signatures of the appellants. 
At the trial these facts appeared, but there was no evidence of the time of the service of the 
second notice. 

Hdd^ that the introduction of the words " to enter" did not vitiate the first notice : that 
the alterations made by the attorney after the notice was signed were such as he was justified 
in making: that the second notice was a sufficient abandonment of the first, and that, as the 
time of service was not proved, the sessions were right in dismissing the appeal, on the 
ground that the notice was not sufficiently proved. 
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thus: ''This is to give notice to you, &c., that we the saaCimrt. 
undersigned, the churchwardens, &c., do intend, at the lS4f7» 
next general quarter sessions, &c., to enter and pro- TheQoEKN 
secute, and try an appeal, &c.," as though it were an The Jiuticesof 

* " SOMERSET- 

original, and not a respited appeal. After these notices bhire. 
bad been served, the attorney for the appellants became 
apprehensive that they might be bad, in consequence of 
their containing no allusion to the circumstance that the 
appeal had been entered and respited, and he, in conse- 
quence, directed a clerk of the name of Oxky to endea- 
vour to get back the notices from tbe parish officers of 
Wedmore, and to make certain alterations therein with a 
view of remedying the supposed defects, and then to 
reserve the same* Oxky accordingly proceeded to fFed- 
more, and succeeded in getting back from Crreen the 
notice which had been served on him, but not in getting 
that whioh bad been served on Toogood, as Toogood 
refused to give it up. «He thereupon made the required 
alterations in the notice which he had received from 
Oreen, and then served the notice so altered upon 
Toogood. The alteration was made by tearing off the 
first page of the notice, and substituting a new page, 
which was exactly the same as the old one, excepting 
that it purported to withdraw the original notice, and 
described the appeal as an appeal already entered and 
respited. All this was done on the same day as that on 
wbieh the notices were originally served, and the altered 
notice was so served upon Green, without having been 
submitted to the churchwardens and overseers of the 
appellant parish, and re-signed by them. When the 
appeal came on to be heard at the sessions, the respond- 
ents required the appellants to prove their notice of 
appeal. The appellants thereupon duly proved the 
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Bud c&ttri. service of the first mentioned notice upon Toogood and 

*' Oreen, and there they rested their case. The respondents 

The Queen ^jj^^ p^j jj^g attorney for the appellants into the box, for 

The Josticef of the porpose of proving that such notice had been with- 

SoMERSET- '^ '^ re 

8H1RE. drawn. That gentleman admitted that he had directed 

« 

the notice to be withdrawn, and that the same should be 
re-served after certain alterations had been made in it. 
The amended notice was then put into his hands by the 
counsel for the respondents, and he stated that he 
believed that to be the notice which had becfn served on 
the respondents in consequence of his directions, and 
further, that he believed it to have been so served without 
having been seen or re-signed by the parish officers of 
West Pennard after such alterations had been made in it. 
On his re-examination, he stated that he did not know 
these.facts of his own knowledge, but only from what he 
had heard from his clerk, and that all which he knew of 
his own knowledge was, that he had directed the alter- 
ations to be made and the notice to be re-served. 

The sessions refused to hear the appeal on the ground, 
as was sworn in the affidavit upon which this rule was 
obtained, that the notice of appeal was not sufficient. 
The respondents, in shewing cause against the rule, did 
not, in express terms, deny that this was the ground 
upon which the appeal was dismissed; but they pro- 
duced a copy of the order of sessions, dismissing the 
appeal, and which purported to dismiss it on the ground 
that the appeal was not sufficiently proved. 

Barstow and Fitzherhert shewed cause. This rule 
must be discharged. We are not now prepared to 
contend that the first notice was not a good notice ; but 
it appears by the order of sessions dismissing the appeal 
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ih^t the appeal was dismissed, not because the notice was 
insufHcienty but because the notice was not sufficiently 
proved The sessions have, therefore, adjudicated upon 
a fact, and not upon a point of law; and where the 
sessions adjudicate upon a fact, and not upon a point of 
law, or of practice involving law, this Court will not 
interfere. M* v. Justices of Kesteven (a), 22. v. Justices of 
Flintshire (h\ R. v. Justices of West Riding (c), R. v« 
Justices of Flintshire {jl). Nor is there any difficulty 
in suggesting how the sessions may have been led to find 
as a fact that the notice was not sufficiently proved, for 
there was no evidence before them of the time of the 
service of the second notice. 



Bail Comrt. 

1847. 

The Qc£EN 

o. 
The Justice!! 

of 

S0MEB8ET<i 
8HIBB« 



PrideauXf Pashley, and Fhinn^ contra. This rule 
must be made absolute* The sessions have erred (Hi 
a preliminary question not affecting the merits of the 
appeal; and have in consequence refused to hear the 
appeal, and wherever this is the case the Court will grant 

ft 

a mandamus, and compel them to hear it> although they 
may have erred on a preliminary question of fact. This 
is clear from the judgment of Williams^ J., in 22. v. 
Justices of Surrey (e). The cases relied upon on the 
other side are easily distinguishable, for in all those 
cases the decisions were on points affecting the merits* 
But in this case there can be no doubt that the sessions 
have erred in matter of law. It is, indeed, conceded 
now that the first notice was perfectly valid, but 
that was denied at the sessions^ and the justices must 
either have found that such notice was invalid, or 



(a) 3 Q. B. 819. 
(») 2 D. & L« 143. 

VOL. II. 



(c) 1 N. S. C. 247. 

(d) 2 N. S. C. 302. 
(e) 1 B. C. R. 12. 

F 
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AflU Ctmrt Ibej must hsre fimnd diat the TObtcqacnt notiee was 

*^^^* valid as a withdntwal, and at the aame tiine invalid aa 

iw QvESN ^ notiee. It is quite dear diat they coold not have 

'^^ ^m^^^ dedded npon the ground that there was no pnxif before 

SoMciisEr. them of the time of the service of the second notice ; for 

•ROUS* 

no question was made at the sessions as to such notice not 
having been duly served ; on the contrary, the due service 
was admitted throughout and with a view of invalidating 
the notice, the respondents relied entirely upon the foct 
that the alterations therdn had not been duly made. It 
is» moreover, sworn by the appelbmts that the appeal 
was dismissed because the notice of appeal was not 
snffident, and this is not denied by the respondents. 
They have, indeed, produced a copy of an order of 
sessions purporting to dismiss the appeal, on the ground 
that the notice was not sufficiently proved ; but in a pro- 
ceeding against the justices, as this is, they are not to 
be allowed to make evidence for themselves, and estop 
the appellants from shewing what the fiicts really were, 
by drawing up their order in a form calculated to support 
thdr own proceedings. 

Cur. ado. vuli. 

May 4. Coleridge, J., now gave judgment* After recapitu- 

lating the fiicts of the case, he proceeded thus. Now it is 
clear that this appeal has not been heard on the merits, 
and that the sessions dismissed the appeal on a preliminary 
point. If they had so dismissed it on a point of law, this 
Court would review their dedsion, and set them right if 
they were wrong. But I think the sessions did not 
dedde a point of law, but a point of fact merely. The 
f^rst notice was undoubtedly good, for the words ** to 
enter*' were merely redundant, and could not have misled 
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the respondents^ and if the case had stopped there, the 
sessions must have heard the appeal. But it did not stop 
there, for there was some evidence before the justices 
that one of the notices first served had been got back 
from the respondents, and re-served on them, with certain 
alterations, and that these alterations had been made, and 
the notice so re-served, without the knowledge of the 
churchwardens and overseers of the respondent parish. 
These alterations consisted in the second notice contain- 
ing a countermand of the previous notice and a statement 
that the appellants intended to try an appeal already 
entered, instead of to enter and try an appeal. There 
was no evidence before the sessions of the time of the 
service of this second notice, and it appears from the 
order of sessions dismissing the a|)peal, that they dismissed 
it on the ground that the notice was not sufficiently 
proved. The question, therefore, is, whether these altera- 
tions were such as the attorney was justified in making, 
without any express warrant from, or fresh signature by, the 
parish officers, and I think the attorney was authorized to 
make these alterations, for they were mere corrections in 
the original notice for the purpose of carrying out the 
intentions of the appellants. There was, therefore, 
evidence before the sessions of an efiectual withdrawal of 
the first notice, but there was no proof of the time of the 
service of the second. It appears to me, therefore, that 
they were right in finding, as a fact, that the notice 
of appeal was not sufficiently proved, and it becomes 
unnecessary for me to decide whether this Court will 
interfere by mandamus where the sessions have decided 
wrongly upon a preliminary matter of fact. The rule 
must be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 
F 2 
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Thomas against Fenton. 



A bill of 
^exchange was 
drawn by A, 
upon and 
acc^ted by 
B,t tor the 
accommoda- 
tion of A,, to 
enable A. to 



ASSUMPSIT on a bill of exchange. The declaration 
stated that the defendant, on the S9th of May ^ 1846, 
made his bill of exchange in writing, and directed the 
same to one Charles Fenton, the elder, and thereby 
required the said Charles Fenton, the elder, to pay to the 
take up a prior defendant's order 16/., three months after the date 

overdue bill, 

Which had alio thereof, which period had elapsed before the commence- 

been accepted .mi 

by B. for the ment of this suit. That the said Charles Fenton^ the 

accommoda^ 
tion of A. 
B. did not owe 
any money to 
A., nor had he 
any of his 
cfrects in his 
hands when 
either of the 
bills were so 
accepted. 
The last bill 
was indorsed 



elder, then accepted the said bill, and the defendant then 
indorsed the same to the plaintiff; and that the said 
Charles Fenton, the elder, did not pay the same, although 
the same was presented to him on the day when it became 
due, and the plaintiff averred that the bill was so accepted 
by the said Charles Fenton, the elder, for the accommo- 
dation of the defendant, and not otherwise; and that 

in blank. by ^., 

and being 

dishonoured, the liplder thereof sued B., the acceptor, upon it. C, an entire strainer to the 

bill, paid the debt- and costs to the holder, without either the authority or knowlM^e of B., 

and having obtained the bill, sued the drawer. A,, upon it, and obtained a verdict. A ruk 

nisi to enter a nonsuit, or to arrest the judgment, having been obtained on several grounds. 

Hddfjint, that the bill was wAfimetua officio by the payment of it by (X, and tliat it raigjit 
be given in evidence without a fresh stamp, as to exhaust the stamp, the payment must be by 
the party ultimately liable on the bill, as either the acceptor or the accommodation drawer. 

Second, that the bill was not less an accommodation bill, because it had been given to 
enable the drawer to take up a former bill, which had been accepted by B, for the accom- 
modation of A„ and that therefore it was sufficient to describe it as a bill accepted by ^. for 
the accommodation of A., which was the ultimate result of the transaction^ without 
knentioning the prior lull. 

Third, that want of notice of dishonour of a bill by the acceptor is suffidently excused by 
alleging that there were no effects of the drawet in the hands of the acceptor at tho time when 
it was presented to him for payment, that it was an accommodation acceptance, and that the 
^drawer had sustained no damage by the want of notice of the non-payment of the bill by the 
acceptor, without going on to deny that the drawer had any reasonable expectation when he 
^rew the bill that were would be assets of his in the hapds of the acceptor at die time of the 
maturity of the bilL 
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at the time of making and accepting the said bill, and BaU Court. 
from tbence until, and at the time when the same was so _______ 

presented for payment, the said Charles Fenton^ the Thomas 
elder, had not any efiects of the defendant, nor had Femtom. 
he received any consideration for the acceptance or pay- 
ment of the said bill, nor had the defendant sustained any 
damage by reason of his not having had notice of the 
non-payment thereof, of all which the defendant on the 
1st of September y 1846, had notice, and then, in conside- 
ration of the premises, promised the plaintiff to pay him 
the amount of the said bill on request, yet the defendant 
had disregarded his promise, and had not paid the bill, or 
any part thereof. 

Pleas, 1st. That the defendant did not make the bill. 

Snd. That he did indorse the same to the plaintiff. 

3rd. That the bill was not presented to the said Charles 
Fentofii the elder, on the day when the same became 
due. 

4th. That the said bill was not accepted for the defend;* 
ant*s accommodation, and that at the time when the bill 
was drawn, the said Charles Fenton^ the elder, had in his 
hands divers effects of the defendant to the amount of the 
bill. 

Lastly. That the indorsement was in blank, and was 
not a special indorsement, and that after the bill became 
due and payable, and before the commencement of the 
suit, and before the plaintiff became the holder thereof, 
to wit, on the 1st of June, 1846, the same was in the 
hands of one H. Clarke, who was entitled to the pro* 
ceeds thereof^ and that whilst he was the holder thereof^ 
and before the indorsement thereof to the plaintiff, and 
after the same became due and payable, and before the 
commencement of this suit, to wit, on the said^lsi of June, 
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Bait Court. 1846, the said Charles Fenton, the elder, paid the said 

"**** H. Clarke f who then accepted the same, 191 2s. 6rf., 

Thomas ^ f^n satisfaction of all principal and interest then due on 
FcNTON. the said bill, and of all damages and causes of action 
then accrued to the said IT. Clarke^ so being the holder 
of the said bill, in respect of the non-payment thereof; 
and that the plaintiff first took and received the said bill 
after the said payment of the same by ihe acceptance 
thereof as aforesaid, and after the same became due and 
payable. Verification. 

The plaintiff joined issue on the four first pleas, and to 
the fifth replied, denying the payment of the bill by the 
acceptor, on which denial the defendant took issue. 

The cause came on to be tried before the undersheriff 
of Middlesex f on the llth of February y 1847, when 
it appeared by the evidence that the bill in question had 
been drawn by the defendant upon his father, Charles 
Fenton, the elder, and accepted by him, with another bill 
of the same amount at the same time, expressly for his 
accommodation, to enable him to get them discounted, 
and take up a former accommodation bill for 302., drawn 
and accepted by the same parties. Charles Fenton, the 
elder, never received one shilling for any of the bills 
80 accepted by him, nor did he owe the defendant any 
money at the time he accepted the bills for him. The 
bill was indorsed in blank, and got into the hands of one 
Clarke, who, as holder of the bill, sued the acceptor, 
Charles Fenton, the elder, upon it. The present plaintiff, 
who is a sonoin*law of Charles Fentan, the elder, out 
of kindness to him, and without either his authority 
or knowledge, paid the debt and costs to Clarke, and 
obtained the bilU He then brought the present action 
against the defendant as drawer of the bill. 
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The plaintiflTs case having been closed, the defendant's Bmi Cmn. 
counsel claimed a nonsuit on three grounds, first, that the ^^**' 
plaintiff had no bill in evidence, the bill tendered having Thomas 
been paid after maturity, and therefore could not be Fbmton. 
re-issued for want of a firesh stamp. 

Second, that the allegation in the declaraUon that the 
bill was accepted for the accommodation of the drawer 
was not proved, it having been given to take up an 
intermediate note. 

Third, that the allegation of excuse, for want of notice 
to the drawer of the non-payment of the bill by the 
acceptor was insufficient, as it did not allege that the 
drawer had no reasonable expectation when he drew the 
bill that there would be assets of his in the hands of the 
acceptor at the time when the same became due. The 
undersheriff directed a verdict for the plaintiff, damages, 
15/. 4«., giving the defendant leave to move to enter 
a nonsuit. 

On the 27th of Jpril^ Pearson obtained a rule, 
calling on the pluntiff to shew cause why this verdict 
should not be set aside and a new trial had, or why a 
nonsuit should not be entered, or why the judgment 
should not be arrested. 

W. R. Cole now shewed cause. The first ground on May 7. 
which this rule was obtained was that the bill of exchange, 
upon which the action was brought, was inadmissible in 
evidence, on the ground that it had been paid before the 
plaintiff became the holder, and therefore was functus 
officio, and consequently could not be further negotiated 
without a firesh st^ump. This objection is untenable ; it 
is clear that a bill of exchange is negotiable, ad infinitum. 
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Midi Oomt until it has been paid by the acceptor, or if an accom- 
modation bill, by the drawer ; even where the drawer of a 
Thomas |,i|i ^^ot an accommodation bill) has paid a bill indorsed 
Penton. by him, and subsequently passes it to a third party, that 
third party may recover against the acceptor; Callow 
V. Lawrence (a). In that case Lord EUetAorough, 
C. J., says, *' A bill of exchange is negotiable, ad 
infinitum, until it hais been paid by or discharged on 
behalf of the acceptor. If the drawer has paid the bill, 
it seems that he may sue the acceptor upon the bill, and 
if, instead of suing the acceptor, he puts it in circulation 
upon his own indorsement only, it does not prejudice any 
of the other parties who have indorsed the bill, that the 
holder should be at liberty to sue the acceptor." In the 
case o{ Lazarus v. Cowie (6), Lord Denman, C. J., says, 
" It cannot be denied that if a bill be paid when due, 
bff the person ultimately Udble upon it, it has done its 
work, and is no longer a negotiable instrument. No 
person could sue on it ; no person remains liable upon it. 
If put into circulation it becomes a bill payable at sight, 
and must have a fresh stamp, 55 Geo. S, c 184, s. 19; 
Hohoyd v. Whitehead (c). If a bill, therefore, be paid 
when due by the acceptor, it clearly cannot be re-issued 
without a fresh stamp; if so paid by the drawer, being also 
payee> it might, in ordinary cases, be re-issued without a 
fresh stamp ; Callow v. Latvrence {d). But the drawer of 
an accommodation bill is in the same situation as the 
acceptor of a bill for value ; he is the person ultimately 
liable, and his payment discharges the bill altogether." 
The only question, therefore, is, whether there was any 



(a) 3 M. & S. 95. (c) 1 Marsh, 128 

ik) 3 Q. B. 465. (<;> 3 M. & S. 95. 
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evidence of a payment by the acceptor ; it is clear there Bait Gmrt 
was not, as it was sworn distinctly that the plaintifii ^S4f7. 
Thomas, paid the amount of the bill to Clarke without Thomas 
the authority or knowledge of the acceptor. The defend- Fentow. 
ant alleged this payment by the acceptor, in his fourth 
plea, and it was for him to prove his plea, which he failed 
to do. Secondly, it is said that the allegation in the 
declaration that bill was an accommodation bill was not 
made out by the evidence, as it was shewn that it was 
accepted to take up a prior accommodation bill, but it is 
submitted that there is plenty of evidence that this was an 
accommodation bill, and it is not the less so because the 
defendant stated that he wanted it for the purpose of 
taking up a prior accommodation bill. The declaration 
has substantially been proved, and there is no variance. 
Thirdly, as to that part of the rule which seeks to arrest 
the judgment for a defect in the declaration, the excuse 
for want of notice is abundantly sufficient It is said 
that the declaration should have averred that the defend- 
ant had no reason to believe that the bill would be paid 
by his father, the acceptor, when due, or that he would 
have effects in the hands of the acceptor at the time when 
the bill became due. This is not at all necessary ; these 
words, no doubt, have been inserted in some cases, but 
quite unnecessarily. The words were inserted in jPi7e- 
gerald v. Williams (a), but nothing turned upon them, 
and the case is rather an authority for the plaintifi; We 
have alleged that the defendant has not sustained any 
damage by reason of his not having had notice of the non- 
payment of the bill ; that is quite sufficient after verdict, 
even if open to objection upon special demurrer ; Kemble 

(ff) 6 Bing. N. C, 68, 
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JBaU Gmk. y. Mills (a). In that case, Tindal, C. J., says, '' In 

^^'^' declaring upon the banker's cheque, the plaintiff has 

Thomas stated those circumstances which he thinks sufficient to 

9. 

F£NTON. excuse him for not giving notice to the defendant of the 
refusal of the bankers to honour his cheque. To this 
count there is a general demurrer only. It is argued that 
the allegations in the declaration are not sufficient to 
excuse the want of notice, since notwithstanding what is 
there stated, the plaintiff may have just and reasonable 
expectation of assets coming to the hands of the banker 
before the cheque was presented for payment ; but upon 
general demurrer it is sufficient if we see that the plaintiff 
has excused himself, upon the broad ground that the 
defendant had no assets in the banker's hands. That 
is the ground upon which the early cases were decided, 
and if the defendant wished to object to the form of the 
declaration, he should have demurred specially •" 

Pearson, in support of the rule. First, as to the stamp. 
The undersheriff ought to have nonsuited, as there was 
no bill properly in evidence before him. It is said on 
the other side, that the payment of the bill by ITtamas 
does not exhaUst the stamp. It is clear that it did. The 
acceptor was sued on the bill, and it was in fact paid on 
behalf of the acceptor, and it matters not whether by his 
authority or not : being so paid, it could not be re-issued 
without a fresh stamp ; Bartrum v. Caddy (b). Secondly, 
the evidence given did not support the declaration, and 
the undersheriff ought to have nonsuited as soon as it 
appeared that the bill was given to take up an intermediate 
bill. There was no sufficient evidence that this bill was 

(a) 1 M. & G. 767. (J) 9 A. & E. 276. 
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an accommodation bill. [Coleridge, J. You must go ^«' ^^«^ 

further than that before you can insist on a nonsuit, and ! 

say, there was no evidence to go to the jury : you cannot «J*«^8 
nonsuit for want of sufficient evidence ; now the evidence Fsmton, 
shews that this was in fact an accommodation bill.] But 
I contend that the intermediate bill should have been 
pleaded ; here there is a variance, and David y» Preece{a) 
is in point [Coleridge, J. There a different transaction 
was proved to that pleaded ; but in this case the ultimate 
practical result is pleaded, which is sufficient.] Thirdly, 
the declaration is bad in arrest of judgment; to make 
the excuse for want of notice sufficient, it should have 
alleged that the defendant had no reasonable ground for 
expecting that it would be paid by the acceptor, or that 
there would be assets of his in the acceptor's hands at 
the time when the bill would become due and payable. 
In Legge v. Thorpe (6), Lord Ellenborough and the 
other Judges express their regret that the strict rule 
requiring notice of dishonour to be given was departed 
from in any case, and knowledge substituted, as it has 
given rise to great inconvenience. The Court will, 
therefore, take care that every requisite is complied with 
to excuse want of notice when that is pleaded. Now it 
is not enough to shew, that the drawer had no effects in 
the hands of the acceptor, if he might have had. In 
Legge v. Thorpe (c), Lord Ellenborough, speaking of the 
question of whether the drawer of a foreign bill could 
protect himself against payment for want of a protest, 
says, ''I do not mean to say that actual value in the 
hands of the drawee, at the time of the drawing, is 
essentially necessary to entitle the drawer to notice in 

(a) 5 Q. B. 440, (6) 12 East, 171. (e) Ibid. 
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Baacomrt, case of dishonoar; for circumstances may exist which 
*^** would give the drawer good ground to consider that he 
Thomas y^^A a right to draw a bill upon his correspondent/' In 
FfiNTON. Spooner v. Gardiner (a) it was held, that where the 
drawer had no effects in the hands of the acceptor from 
the time of drawing until the bill became due, but, 
previous to the delivery of the bill, had given some 
acceptances of his, upon which the acceptor had raised 
money, part of which had been returned dishonoured, 
and others were outstanding, that the drawer was entitled 
to nodce of its dishonour by the acceptor. Norton v. 
Pickering {b) is also an authority for the defendant. 
With regard to the case of Kemble v. Milk (c), cited on 
the other side, that was a case of fraud by the drawer of 
a banker's cheque, in drawing on a bank where he had 
no efiects, which is an indictable ofifence ; and no doubt 
where there is fraud by the drawer of a bill or cheque, 
no notice is required. But in the present case there is 
no fraud : the acceptor has given his acceptance for the 
accommodation of the drawer. On all or some of these 
grounds, therefore, this rule must be made absolute. 

Coleridge, J. I will consider the last point which 
is one of very general importance; but as to the two 
first I do not think it necessary, and as to them the rule 
must be discharged. First, as to the stamp. Here the 
plaintiff is a perfect stranger to the bill, and pays the 
amount of it to the indorsee, and becomes possessed of 
the bill; he then goes on to sue the drawer. The 
indorsement by the drawer was an indorsement in blank. 



(a) 1 R. & M. 84. (Jb) 8 B. & C. 61Q. 

(c) 1 M. & O. 764. 
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• 

and therefore I do not see why the plaintiff, on becoming Bail Court, 

possessed of the bill, is not to maintain his action against __}z_ 

the drawer. The defendant relies on the Stamp Act, Thomas 

and says the bill cannot be put in evidence, as the stamp Fenton. 

has been expended and the bill become functus officio by 

being paid ; but that is not so. To exhaust the stamp 

the payment must be by the party ultimately liable, as 

either the acceptor or the accommodation drawer : here 

it was by a stranger to the bill. Then, secondly, as to 

the evidence that this was an accommodation bill, I 

have no doubt at all, it was clearly sufficient. It is said 

on the part of the defendant, that the whole facts should 

have been set out, and that this bill was given to take up 

another accommodation bill. I do not think that was 

necessary, as this did not make the bill the less an 

accommodation bill. The ultimate result of the whole 

was that which is alleged by the declaration. The rule 

will, therefore, be discharged as to the two first pointSi 

but I will consider the last point which was moved in 

arrest of judgment. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Coleridge, J., now delivered his judgment. This Maya?, 
was a rule to arrest the judgment after a verdict, for a 
defect in the declaration. In an action against the drawer 
of a bill of exchange, want of notice of dishonour is 
excused by an allegation that there wei^ no effects in the 
hands of the drawer at the maturity of the bill, that it 
was an accommodation acceptance, and that the drawer 
has sustained no damage by want of notice ; and the 
question is, whether this allegation is sufficient without 
going on to deny that the drawer had any reasonable 
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SaU down, expectation when he drew, or during the currency of 
*• the billy that there would be assets of his at the time of 
Thomas j^g maturity in the hands of the drawer. The question 
Fenton. must be considered as on general demurrer; and, so 
consideredi it seems to me that the declaration is sufficient. 
It is alleged that the drawer has sustained no damage by 
want of noticei and that, to use the language of Tindal^ 
C. J., in Kemhle v. Mills {a)^ ** goes to the whole ground 
of defence for want of notice.** The reasonable expecta- 
tion of assets entitles to notice only on the ground that 
the drawer, under such circumstances as raise that 
expectation, may be damnified by the want of it. To 
allege, therefore, that he has sustained no damage, re- 
moves the ground on which the notice is necessary. It 
may also be argued, that the plaintiff is not bound, in 
the first instance, to allege that which cannot be within 
his knowledge, and that such a fact should properly 
come by way of plea. The case above cited is a direct 
authority, unless there is a distinction now between a bill 
and a banker's cheque, — ^no distinction seems to have been 
made in the argument or in the judgment, nor does it 
seem to me that as to this point any exists. The rule, 
therefore, will be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 

(a) 1 M. & G. 764. 
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Bmil Cowrt. 
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Johns against Sanders. May 8, June 5. 



¥N Easter Term Petersdorff obtained a rule, calling The defendant 

•■■ entered an 

upon the defendant to shew cause why the judgment of appeamnceto 

.... 111 . •i<*'^ ^"^t of sam- 

non pros signed in this cause should not be set aside for monsonthe 
irregularity. It appeared that the writ of summons was i846rand'oir'* 
issued on the Ist o{ August, 1846, and that an appearance ^e monA^'' 
was entered on the 11th of the same month: that a keobtMnedan 

order that 

summons was taken out by the defendant for particulars ^!>® plaintiff 

should deliver 

of the plaintiff's demand, whereupon, on the 14th of the to the defend. 

ant's attorney 

said month, the Lord Chief Baron made an order, '' that or agent an 
the plaintiff should deliver to the defendant's attorney or writing of the 
agent an account in writing of the particulars of the thTi^intirs 
plaintiff's demand for which this action is brought, and twTthe^*"'' 
that in the mean time all further proceedings in this cause fctionj^as 

* ^ brought, and 

be stayed.'* No particulars were delivered pursuant to **»** «» <*« 

mean time all 

this order; and on the 24th of February an order was fwrtkarpra^ 

cttdtMai i% the 

made by Mr. Justice Erie, at the instance of the defend- eaute »hmdd 

ant, that he (the defendant) should ''be at liberty to No particular 

proceed in this action notwithstanding the order made deHyeredpur- 

herein on the 14th of August, 1846." Upon this, the ^X, Ihe 

plaintiff's attorney took out a summons for time to ^^®S!?^*'/*" 

declare, which was dismissed as beinff premature, there February, 

® *^ 1847, obtained 

having been no demand of declaration. On the 27th of an order 
February the defendant obtained an order, rescinding the former order, 

and on the 
following day 
demanded a declaration, which not being deliTered, he signed judgment of non pros on the 
4th of March. Held, (upon a motion to set aside such judgment, on the ^und that time 
did not run agdnst the plaintiff during the pending of the order for particulars,) that the 
judgment was regular. 
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BtUi Qmri. order of the Lord Chief Baron of the 14th of August 

^^ _____ previously, which was served upon the plaintiff's attor- 

"'"^ neys on th& same day, together with a demand of deela- 
Sanoers. ration ; and on the following 4th of March (no declaration 
having been delivered) judgment of non pros was signed 
by the defendant. The present rule was obtained upon 
the ground, that time did not run against the plaintiff 
during the existence of the order for particulars. 

Cowling shewed cause. The question is, whether or 
not time runs against a plaintiff during the existence of 
such an order as that of the 14th oi August last? If it 
does, the judgment of non pros is regular, but if it does 
not run the judgment is irregular. There appears to 
be a distinction as between plaintiffs and defendants ; as 
against the latter time does not count when proceedings 
are stayed, but it is otherwise with the former. Kirby 
V. Snowden (a) is in point. In that case there had, been 
a summons for particulars before declaration, and an 
application was made three months afterwards, and a 
rule was moved for, calling upon the plaintiff to shew 
cause why he should not deliver particulars of his demand 
within two days, or, in case of his not doing so, why the 
defendant should not be at liberty to sign judgment of 
non pros : but Mr. Baron Alderson, in refusing the rule, 
said, ** This is a novel application, and I think ought not 
to establish a precedent of this sort. The practice is, 
that if the plaintiff does not proceed within twelve months 
the cause will be out of Court.** So that it was clearly 
assumed, that the order for particulars did not prevent 
the time within which the plaintiff ought to declare from 
running against him. 

(a) 4 Dowl 191. 
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Petersdorffy in support of the rule. By the express 
words of the 13 Car. 2, stat. 2, c. 2, s. 3, no judgment of 
non pros, can be signed until the end of the Term next 
following the appearance (a), so that the plaintiff has two 
Terms during which to declare before he can be compelled 
to declare, and as in the present case the proceedings were 
stayed, the act of Parliament would be a nullity, unless 
the plaintiff were allowed the same time for declaring 
after the obstruction is removed, as he would have had if 
it had not taken place. The order in question was a 
bar to the further proceeding in the cause until the 

• 

particulars had been delivered : as the plaintiff, therefore^ 
had no power during that period to proceed on with the 
action, it would be unjust to reckon it as running against 
him. The general rule as applicable to sijch cases 
appears to be, that where proceedings are stayed, they 
are afterwards taken up at the point at which they were 

arrested. 

Cur. adv. vuU. 



Bail Qmrf, 

1847. 



Johns 

V. 

Sanders. 



WiGHTMAN, J., delivered the judgment of Erle, J., 
as follows. In this case the defendant had obtained an 
order for particulars of the plaintiff's demand before 
declaration, with a stay of proceedings until delivery, 
and when two Terms had elapsed without any delivery, 
he obtained an order to rescind his former order, and 

(a) This section enacts, '' And unless the plaintiff er plaintiBls in any 
stxch writ, bill» or process named, shall put into the Court from where such 
writ, bill, or process did issue, his or their bill or declaration against the 
person or persons so arrested in some personal action or geciione firma of 
lands or tenements before the end of the Term next following after appears 
ance ; that then a nonsuit for want of a declaration may be entered against 
the said plaintiff or plaintifis in the said Coarts respectively,** &c. 
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demanded a declaration, and after four days signed 
judgment of non pros. 

The plaintiff has moved to set aside this judgment, 
contending that he had the same time for declaring after 
the order rescinding the order for particulars had been 
obtained, as he had when the order for particulars was 
obtained. But I am of opinion that the judgment is 
regular. The non-delivery of particulars by the plaintiff 
was a default on his part, and his default does not deprive 
his opponent of any benefit from the lapse of time. 



Rule discharged, with costs. 



The Queen against The Justices of Middlesex. 

(Holy Trinity against Saint James, 

Clerkenwell.) 

Anappeal TN Michaelmas Term Pashley obtained a rule, calling 

against an "*■ 

order for the upon the justices of Middlesex to shew cause why a 

expenses of the , 

maintenance of a lunatic pauper, made under sect. 62 of the 8 & 9 Viei, c. 126, is subject to 
all the incidents of an appeal against an order of removal^ one of which is the sending a copy 
of the examinations upon which the order is founded. 

An order was made under the foregoing section, and directed to *< The Treasurer of the 
Guardians of the Poor of the City of LonSon Union,** and was served on the assistant clerk 
of such board of guardians, on the 4th of December, 1845, but no copy of the examinations 
was sent. On the 23rd of the same month, the relieving officer of the union paid for and 
obtained such copy, which had before been refused unless paid for. The next sessions were 
held on the 6th of January, but no appeal was entered ; but at the succeeding April sessions 
the churchwardens and overseers of the parish in which the lunatic had been adjudged to be 
settled, and which was within the said union, entered an appeal against the said order of 
maintenance. This appeal was adjourned to the July sessions, when, upon its coming on for 
trial, it was objected, on the part of the respondents, that as the appellants had not appealed 
at tihe January sessions they were too late to appeal at the April sessions, and the justices 
being of this opinion dismissed the appeal. Upon a motion for a mandamus to hear the appeal, 

Hdd, that a copy of the examinations should have been sent, and that as it was not sent, and 
not obtained until the 23rd of December ; the appellants were not bound to have appealed at 
the January sessions, and were in time at the AprH sessions. 

Held, also, that the churchwardens and overseers of the parish in which the lunatic was 
adjudged to be settled, were proper parties to appeal, notwithstanding the order was not 
directed to them. 
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mandamus should not issue, commanding them to enter -&«« Cowrt- 
continuances and hear the appeal of the churchwardens [__ 



and overseers of the poor of the parish of Holy Trinity , Tl»e Qdeeji 
in the city of London, against an order of two justices^ The Jiutice* 
whereby the treasurer of the guardians of the poor of Middlesex. 
the Ciiy of London Union werfe ordered to pay to the 
churchwardens and overseers of the poor of the parish of 
Saint James, ClerkenweU, in the county of Middlesex, 
the sum of 15«. Gd., expenses incurred on behalf of the 
said parish in and about the examination of Sarah Grimes, 
a pauper lunatic, and her conveyance to a house duly 
licensed for the reception of insane persons, and also to 
pay weekly to the proprietor of the said house, from the 
1st o{ December, 1845, for and during so long a time as 
the said lunatic should be confined there under the said 
order, the sum of lU. for the charges of her future 
lodging, maintenance, medicine, clothing, and care, and 
to hear and determine the merits of the said appeal. 

It appeared that by an order dated the 39th of 
November, 1845, after reciting that the said lunatic 
bad been by the said justices duly placed in an 
asylum, and that the parish officers of Saint James, 
ClerkenweU, had made application to th« said justices to 
inquire into the place of setdement of the said pauper 
lunatic, and that by an order dated the 24th of November, 
1845, they adjudged her settiement to be in the parish of 
Holy Trinity, in the city of London ; the treasurer of 
the guardians of the poor of the City of London Union 
was directed to pay to the churchwardens and overseers 
of the parish of Saint James, ClerkenweU, the sums 
before mentioned for the maintenance of the said lunatic 
pauper. This order was directed, '' To the treasurer of 
the guardians of the poor of the City of London Union, 

g2 
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Bail Court. 
1847. 

The Queen 

V, 

The Justices 
of 

MfDOLESEX* 



in the city of London^ and was served on the assistant 
clerk of the board of guardians of the poor of the City of 
London Union on the 4th of December following, who 
accepted service on behalf of the treasurer of the said 
Union. No copy of the examinations upon which the 
order had been made was sent with it. Upon this^ 
application was made by the relieving officer of the City 
of London Union for a copy of such examinations ; to 
which a reply was given, that as the statute does not 
require the examinations to be sent, the copy would be 
furnished only upon payment: and it was not until 
the S3rd of December that, the amount having been 
paid, the copy examinations was received. The follow- 
ing sessions commenced on the 6th of January ^ but no 
appeal was entered. On the 9th of February^ noUce 
and grounds of appeal were served by the parish officers 
of Holy Trinity on the parish officers of Saint James^ 
ChrkenweU^ for the next April sessions; at which 
sessions the said appeal was adjourned to the ensuing 
July sessions. Upon the appeal coming on for trial at 
the said sessions, it was objected, on the part of the 
respondents, that the appellants were out of time with 
their appeal, for that they were bound to have appealed 
at the January sessions, and that not having done so, 
the}^ were too late to appeal at the April sessions. The 
sessions being of this opinion, they refused to hear the 
appeal. 

The present rule was obtained on the ground, that as 
the respondents had not sent a copy of the examinations, 
and as such copy was not obtained in fact until the 
S3rd of December^ the next practicable sessions were 
those of Aprils and not of January. 
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Bail Qmrl. 
1847. 

The Queen 



Bodkin and Boothby shewed cause. There are two 
questions now for the consideration of the Court. First: 
whether or not the respondents were bound to have sent „, 

a copy of the examinations? Second: whether or not TheJwtices 
the churchwardens and overseers were the proper parties Mu)i>LEaBx. 
to have appealed? The first question will be decided by 
the construction to be put upon the 8 & 9 Fiel. c 126| 
s. 62. By sect. 58, power is given to the justices to 
inquire into the settlement of a lunatic pauper confined 
in any asylum, and to make an order adjudging his 
settlement; and by sect. 62» if it is adjudged that the 
pauper belongs to some other parish than that from 
which he was sent to such asylum, the jusUces are 
empowered to make an order upon the treasurer of the 
guardians of the union including any parish, or the 
overseers of the parish in which such lunatic shall be 
adjudged to be settled, for payment to the treasurer of 
the guardians or overseers of the first mentioned union 
or parish, all expenses of the examination, conveyance, 
maintenance, &c., of such lunatic ; '^ Provided always, 
that the guardians of any union or parish, or the over- 
seers of any parish, township, or place affected by any 
such order, may appeal against the same in like manner 
as if the same were a warrant of removal ; and in case of 
such appeal, the guardians of the union or parish, or the 
overseers of the parish, township, or place, or the clerk 
of the peace of the county to which such lunatic was 
chargeable before such order was made, may defend such 
appeal ; and the persons appealing or intending to appeal, 
and the persons defending such appeal, shall have all 
the same powers, rights, and privileges, and be subject 
to the same obligations in all respects as in the case of 
an appeal against a warrant of removal/' The appellants 
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BaU Omrt contend that the foregoing proviso incorporates sect 79 
* of the 4 & 5 tVm. 4, c. 76 {a), which requires a copy of 



The QoEBN |i,e examination, upon which an order of removal is made, 
Tlie JuBdoei to be sent to the appellant parish, and that inasmuch as 
SfmDLBssx. no copy of the examinations was sent in this case in time 
to have enabled the appellants to have appealed at the 
January sessions, they were not bound to have gone to 
those sessions. It is admitted, that if the examinations 
ought to have been sent, the appellants were right in 
their appeal, but that if there was no obligation to send 
them they were too late. There is no provision in the 
8 & 9 FieL c. 126, which requires the examinations to 
be sent ; all that the act requires to be sent is the order 
of maintenance. [fFightmafif J. The 6Snd section says, 
that the persons appealing ''shall have all the same 
powers, rights, and privileges" as in the case of an appeal 
against an order of removal.] That can have no reference 
to proceedings antecedent to the appeal ; it merely means 
that an appeal under this act shall be conducted as an 
appeal against an order of removal. But the sending of 
the copy of the examinations is altogether independent of 
the appeal, and is something which is done by the removing 
parish. This provision as to the examinations was intro- 
duced for the first time in the 4 & 5 Wm. 4, c. 76, and its 
object was to prevent an unnecessary removal ; but under 



(a) By this section it is enacted that ** no poor person shall he rraaoTed 
or removable under any order of remoraly from any parish or workhouse by 
reason of his being chargeable to or relieved therein, until twenty-one days 
after a notice in writing of his being so chargeable or relieved, accompanied 
by a copy or counterpart of the order of removal of such person, and a 
copy of the examination upon which such order was made shall have been 
sent by post or otherwise, by the overseers or guardians of the parish 
obtaining such order, or any three or more of such guardians to the over- 
seers of the parish to wl^om such qrder shall be directed," &q. 
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the 8 & 9 Viet, there is no removali as the pauper is in the 
lunatic asylum. This question was much discussedin a case 
under the former lunactic act, 9 Oeo. 4^ c. 40, Meg* ▼• I%e 
Justices of the West Riding of Yorkshire (a)« in which 
Mr. Justice Wtiliams thought the provisions of sect 79 
of the 4 & 5 JFm. 4, c. 76, wholly inapplicable to 
the case of a lunatic pauper. So, too, in Reg. v. I%e 
Recorder of York (6), Mr. Justice Wightman distin- 
guished appeals under the present act from those under 
the 4 & 5 fFm. 4, c. 76. [Wightman, J. It was not 
contended in that case that the 79th section came into 
operation.] Secondly, the churchwardens and overseers 
were not the proper parties to have appealed. The 
order of maintenance is made upon the treasurer of the 
guardians of the poor, and the act gives the appeal to the 
parties upon whom the order is made ; but the appellants, 
in this case, were the churchwardens and overseers. 
[Wightman^ J. The parish is the party aggrieved, and 
therefore their officers were the proper persons to appeal. 
The words are, ** affected by such order," and it is 
reasonable that this should be so, for the order may 
be made on parties who are not in tact affected by it, but 
the parish officers would certainly be interested.] 
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PasUey, in support of the rule. The appeal, tliough 
nominally, against the order of maintenance is, in effect, 
against the order of settlement It is admitted, on the 
part of the appellants, that they must give their notice of 
appeal on receiving the copy of the examinations, and 
must conduct their appeal as though it were against an 



(a) Ante, toI. 1, p. 55 ; 2 New Seas. Ca. 304, S. G. 
(fr) Ibid. p. 225 i 2 New Sess. Ca. 502, S. C. 
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BaU CourL order of removal, but both parties should be under the 
same obligations, and it is quite as necessary that in 



The Queen order to enable the appellants to judge of the propriety of 
The Justioes appealing, and of appealing with efiect, against an order 

01 

Middlesex, under this statute, that they should have a copy of the 
examinations, as though they were appealing against an 
order of removal under the 4 & 5 JFm. 4, c 76 ; without 
knowing the grounds upon which the order was made, it 
is impossible that the parish officers can judge of the 
propriety of appealing. The statute evidently intended 
that appeals under this act should in all particulars be 
subject to the provisions of the Poor Law Amendment 
Act 

Cur. adv. vulL 

Jane 12. WiOHTMAN, J. I am of opinion that the appeal 

against the order of maintenance is in effect and really an 
appeal against the settlement of the lunatic, and that it 
was the intention of the Legislature that such an appeal 
should have all the incidents of an appeal against an 
order of removal, and it is clear that if this had been such 
an appeal the copy of the examinations must have been 
transmitted, and I think they ought to have been sent in 
the present case, and as they were not sent, I think the 
appellants were justified in passing over the January 
sessions. The rule, therefore, will be absolute. 

Rule absolute. 
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SaUComrt. 
1847. 

BowDiTCH against Toulmin. - j^ ^gi 



ffOGGINS moved for a rule, calling upon the plain- The defendant 

* " WBS described 

tiff to shew cause why the writ of summons, copy, in the writ of 



tammons as 



and senrice should not be set aside for irregularity. The •• Edward 
copy served was directed, **To Edward Toubniny of c/ap*am, in the 
Clapham, in the county of Surrey ;* and it was objected ^^^ 2^ 
that this description was too large, and that the writ Uponwiobjec- 

tion taken 

should have stated what place in Clamham the defendant ^^ft the des. 

cription of 

resided at, — the 2 Wm. 4, c. 39, s. 1, requiring, "that •* aaphanr 

• 1 , /> 1 •« f . waatooge- 

the place and county of the residence or supposed rest- nerai,asitwas 
dence of the party defendant" shall be mentioned. The ^onsuting^ 
defendant in his affidavit described himself as of '* No, 6, ^^ (innrt 
South Island Place, Clapham Road, in the county of Jfl^e^^Mt's 
Surrey. [Wightman^J. Why is this description not *®^**''** 
sufficient?] It is too general. Clapham^ as is well a place con- 

. . « sisting of 

known, is a large place consisting of many streets, several streets) 
[fFiffhtman^ J. Is that so stated in the affidavit ?] It is 
not. But the defendant describes himself as of a parti- 
cular place in Clapham^ and the writ should have iden- 
tified him as being the same party as is there residing. 



WiGHTMAN, J. In the case of Cooper v. Wheals (a), 
in which the defendant was described as "of Tufton 
Streetf in the county of Middlesex/^ the description was 
held to be sufficient. Now that was just as general as 
the present writ, for Tufton Street may have been a mile 
long. I think the description is quite sufficient 

Rule refused. 

(a) 4DowL28l. 



cripbon was 
tomcient. 
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May 27. The Queen against George Best and Others. 



A notice wat fkJJ a foiTDer day (1st o( February , 1846) M. Chambers 

aiBzed by the ^-^ 

cbarchwaideDf obtained E rule, calling on George Best, Henry 

to the door of Halsetft and Henry Drummondf Esquires, three justices 

cirSimd/^ of ^h® peace for the county of Surrey t and also one John 

March^ 1846 ff^eaver, to shew cause why a writ of mandamus should 

▼eS^meetiiiff "^^ ^'^^^^ directed to the said justices, commanding them 

^^^f|^®«_ to grant a warrant of distress, under their hands and 



Wednesday, scals, for levying on the goods of the said John fFeaver 

to nominate 

new officer! of the sum of 1/. 11«. Sd., rated and assessed upon him, in 

the ensuing and by a rate and assessment made for the repair of the 

▼o^y was held highways of the parish of Shalford, in the county of 

"^tZ:^. Surrep. 

S^rtShi:^' It «PP«"«^ by the .ffidavits, that Sialford » a parish 

ing the over- situate in the Guildford division of the county of Surrey, 

seers* pro- 

cecded to and maintains its own highways. On the £dth of March, 

elect two 

persons as 1846, which was a Sunday f the churchwardens and 

the highways, ovcrscers of Shalford aflSxed a notice in writing, signed 

this appoint ^Y ^he churchwardens, on the principal church door, 

▼Ton wm' appointing a parish vestry meeting to be held on the 

^*!i^"°f®' following Wednesday to nominate new officers for the 

c. 69, s. 1, the parish for the ensuing year. A vestry was held in 

notice of the '^ 

meeting not pursuance of the notice upon the appointed day. New 

given <« three overseers were appointed; and two persons, named 

heforethe Nimrod Mitchell and John Budd, were elected surveyors 



rSeWr**** ^^ ^^^ parish for the ensuing year. These appointments 



yet 

was 

JTe^tf also, that 



in special session for highways appoint a surveyor under sect. 11 of 5 & 6 JFm. 4» c. 50, they 
must appoint at some subsequent special session for highways to that at which the neglect or 
refusal of the parish to elect is proved to them, and that the 11th section b not merely 
directory in this respect. 

Third, A rate may be made and levied, although there is another rate ezistinff at the time, 
which was made on a former day for the same purpose, but is not wholly collected ; but 
concurrently existing rates are illegal if made for the same period of time. 
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were made by the majority of the vestry then assembled. 
On the 25th of April following, a special sessions for the 
highways was holden at Guildford, when the outgoing 
surveyors of Shalford delivered up their accounts to the 
magistrates, and gave in the names of Mitchell and Budd 
as the surveyors appointed by the vestry to succeed them. 
It further appeared, that a special sessions for the 
highways had been holden on the 11th of the latter 
month, when the justices assembled were of opinion, 
that the election of the surveyors of the highways by the 
vestry was not a valid election within the statute (5 & 6 
Wm. 4, c. 50), inasmuch as no public notice for the 
meeting of the vestry had been given on the 25th of 
March, *' three days at the least" before the day for the 
holding the same; and, therefore, they nominated Sir 
Henry Amten and George Davis to be surveyors of the 
parish until the then next annual meeting for the nomi- 
nation of overseers, or for the election of surveyors. 
Subsequently, the account books were handed over to 
Sir Henry Austen and Davis by the old surveyors, and 
on the 1st of October, 1846, Sir Henry Austen and Davis 
made a highway rate for the repair of the parish roads, 
which was duly allowed by two justices, and published. 
Many of the ratepayers refused to pay this rate, and a 
part only of it was collected ; and on the SOth of November 
following. Sir Henry Austen and Davis made another 
highway rate for the repair of the parish roads, which 
was also allowed by two justices, and published. By 
this second rate, the said John Weaver was assessed in 
the sum of IZ. 11^. 5d. as occupier of certain houses and 
land within the parish. Weaver refused to pay thi9 rate, 
and a summons was thereupon issued against him to 
appear and shew cause before the justices vX Guildford 
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why he refused to pay. He accordingly appeared, and 
alleged as a reason for the non-payment that the rate 
was illegal, on the ground that the persons making it. 
Sir Henry Auiten and Datfisp were not properly appointed 
surveyors of the highways, and, therefore, they had no 
power to make the rate. The justices decided, that the 
excuse alleged by Weaver was insufficient, but declined 
to enforce the payment of the rate without the inter- 
vention of this Court. On the 19th of December, another 
application was made to the justices, the now defendants, 
for a distress warrant to enforce the rate. The defend- 
ants, however, still refused to grant it. Whereupon, as 
the rate remained unpaid, the present rule was obtained. 



Mays. Wordsworth now shewed cause. There are three 

questions to be considered in this case, and it will be 
advisable to advert to them separately. First, were 
Mitchell and Budd legally elected as surveyors of the 
highways for the parish of Shalford ? For, if they were, 
it is cliear that this rate was invalid. Now the validity of 
the election of Mitchell and Btidd depends upon the 
construction to be put on the dth and 6th sections of 
6 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50, and 68 Geo. 3, c. 69, s. 1, — whether 
in fact the notice of Sunday, the 25th of March, for the 
holding of the vestry meeting, was a good notice, so as 
to enable the parishioners assembled in vestry on the 
following Wednesday to proceed to the election of 
surveyors of the highways. By section 6 of 5 & 6 
Wm, 4, c. 50, it is enacted, '* that the inhabitants of every 
parish maintaining its own highways, at their first meeting 
in vestry for the nomination of overseers of the poor in 
every year, shall proceed to the election of one or more 
persons to serve the office of surveyor in the said parish 
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for the year then next ensuing.** This shews that the ^"^ ^'"*' 
election or nomination of the overseers must be in vestry - 

assembled; and by the 58 Geo. 3, c. 69, s. 1, no vestry ^^* ^^^"^ 
is to be holden "until public notice shall have been given ^oSere^ 
of such vestry, and of the place and hour of holding the 
same, and the special purpose thereof, three days at the 
least before the day for the holding such vestry." It 
must, therefore, be admitted, that the notice was insuffi- 
cient so far as the appointment of overseers was concerned, 
there not having been three clear days' notice ; Dobson v. 
Fussy {a). There was, therefore, no vestry ; but although 
that was so, the ratepayers were, under the act, entitled 
to assemble and make the appointment of surveyor in the 
same manner as the vestry, and the appointment of 
Mitchell BXiA Budd'm this case must be taken to be an ap- 
pointment, not by the vestry, but by the ratepayers, and so 
the 58 Geo. 3, c. 69, s. 1 , does not apply, and the election 
was a valid one. Then, secondly, if the appointment of 
Mitchell and Budd was bad, so also was that of Sir Henry 
Austen and Davis irregular and bad, and a rate made by 
them cannot be enforced. The 1 1th sect, of 5& 6 Wm. 4, 
c. 50, provides, that in case the neglect of a parish to elect 
a surveyor of the highways appears on oath before the 
justices at special sessions for the highways, they shall, ''at 
their next succeeding special sessions for the highways,*' 
appoint a surveyor themselves. In the present case, Sir 
Henry Austen 9XiA, Datiis were appointed by the justices 
at the same special sessions for the highways at which 
they received notice that the office was vacant This 
they had no power to do, but should have appointed at 

(a) 7Bixig.305. 
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s^t Cowi, the next succeeding special sessions for the highways. 
^^'^^ Thirdly. The attempt to enforce the rate of the 35th 

The Queen of November is illegal, there being a prior concurrently 
existing rate, partly collected of the Ist of October. Now 
it is clear law that a warrant of distress cannot legally be 
issued to enforce one of two concurrently existing rates, 
only one can be collected. In Reg. ▼• The Inhabitants of 
Fordham (a), Lord Denmany C. J*, says, '* It was argued, 
though not very confidently, that there may be two rates 
for the same period. I think that cannot be; if a rate 
already exist, no one should be called on to pay a second." 
In this case, too, the parties were wrong to apply for a 
mandamus, but should have brought the matter before 
the quarter sessions, as they were enabled to do under 
the I05th section of the act (i). [jBrfe, J. The confir- 
mation of a bad rate by the sessions would not make it a 
valid one. It was more for the party who resisted the 
levying the rate to appeal against it. The surveyors 
wish to collect the rate, and a mandamus to the justices 
to issue a distress warrant is only a means of execution.] 
But it does not appear that the time within which 
Wea/oer might have appealed against the rate expired. 
Lastly. The Court will not place the justices in 
jeopardy by compelling them to issue a distress warrant 
when the law is doubtful. This has been decided in many 
cases in this Court. [JSr/e, J. It was in order to obviate 
that difficulty that the 6 & 7 Viet. c. 76^ was passed.] 



Montagu Chambers (Phipson with him) contra. Under 



(a) 11 A. & E. 73. 

(«} E. V. SU AUMn% 3 B.& a 638. 
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the circumstances disclosed by the affidavits in this case, 
it is submitted that this is especially a casein which the 
Court will grant a mandamus. The justices are doubtful 
as to what course they should pursue, and the Court, 
by issuing a mandamus, will direct the justices how to act. 
With regard to the first point, it is clear that the appoint- 
ment must be by a vestry legally constituted and assembled 
under the 58 Geo. 3, c. 69. That was not the case here, 
there not having been ** three clear days* " notice given. 
It was contended, on the other side, that this was only 
necessary as far as the appointment of the overseers, but 
that as the parishioners were assembled they might elect 
the surveyor, no matter how they were called together. 
That is not so ; the surveyor must be appointed by the 
rate payers, at a meeting held under the act, and as this 
meeting was invalid as a vestry meeting, so it was also as 
a meeting under the act. [Erle^ J. It appears to me that 
three clear days' notice was necessary, and that, there- 
fore, as that was not given the election of the first set of 
surveyors was bad.] Then, secondly, was the course 
taken by the justices in appointing a surveyor a proper 
one, assuming that the first appointment by the vestry 
was invalid? The justices were bound to appoint a 
surveyor to hold office until the next year. The 11th 
section of the 5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50, is merely directory, 
and not c(»npulsory, and does not compel the justices to 
postpone appointing a surveyor until a subsequent special 
sessions for highways, after they have notice that the 
office is vacant. There is no reason whatever why there 
should be such delay, and there are no negative words in 
the section to restrict the justices from appointing on the 
same day that the non-appointment by the vestry is shewn 
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to them. Rex v. Tlie Justices of Derbyshire (a), is an 
authority for the position now contended for. That case 
was decided upon the first section of 13 Geo* 3, c. 78, the 
words of which are similar to those in 5 & 6 fFm. 4» 
c. 50, and Lord EUenborough there says, ** This part of 
the act is only directory to the magistrates to make the 
appointment at the time mentioned, but there are no 
negative words to prevent them from exercising their 
office in that respect at any subsequent time, if it shall be 
necessary." In that case, no doubt, the objection was 
that the appointment was made too late, but the principle 
decided is the same, namely, that the clause is directory. 
There are no cases in which an objection has been taken 
to an appointment being made too early. M. v. Sparrow 
and Others (b) is another case to the same effect as M. v. 
The Justices of Derbyshire (c), and is cited in it. Thirdly, 
it is said that neither of two concurrently existing rates 
can be collected, and a case was cited to support that propo- 
sition. The facts, however, of that case were totally diffe- 
rent; if the principle contended for were correct, no new rate 
could be made if there were a single defaulter as to aformer 
rate. The doctrine of such rates being illegal is founded 
on the supposition of both rates being made concurrently 
for the same period, which is not the case here. In Iteff. 
V. Fordham (d), the judgment of Lord Denmath C. J., 
depended on the fact of the two rates being made concur- 
rently for the same period* [Erie, J. No doubt, in 
practice the whole of one rate is seldom, if ever, collected 
before a new one is made, and there is nothing illegal in 
levying the second rate under those circumstances, and 



(a) 4 East, 143. 
(&) 2 Str. 1123. 



(c) 4 East, 142. 
(d)llA.&E. 73. 
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as far as I eather the facts in this case the fair inference ^««' c<^*^'*' 

1847 
is that the two rates were for different periods, and so !_ . 

they are not illegal. The only point on which I have "^^^ ^^''^''' 

any doubt is as to the appointment of Austen and Davis ^^"F ^^ 

under the 11th section of 5 & 6 fVm. 4, c. 50^ and on 

that point I will take time to consider. 

Cur. (idv. nult 

C0LBRIDGE5 J., now delivered judgment for £rle, J. May 27. 
On shewing cause against a rule for a mandamus com- 
manding the justices to take steps for levying a rate for 
highways, it appeared that the validity of the appointment 
of surveyors for the highways by the vestry was disputed, 
on the ground that a notice on Sunday for a vestry on 
Wednesday was not a notice of three days at least, and 
these facts were shewn to the justices at the special 
sessions for highways, and they at the same sessions 
appointed the surveyors who made the rate which it was 
sought to enforce by the mandamus. One question 
raised was whether this appointment was valid under 
5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50, s. 11, whereby it is enacted that . 
in case the neglect of a parish to elect a surveyor 
appears on oath to justices at a special session for high- 
ways, they may at their next succeeding special sessions 
for the highways appoint a surveyor; and I am of opinion 
that it was not. The enactment is clear that the interval 
between two special sessions for the highways is to be 
interposed between shewing the neglect of those who 
have the primary right to elect, and the appointment by 
the authorities substituted in case of such neglect, and 
there seems good reason for the interval, as the alleged 
neglect may be denied or explained, and as inquiry may 
be requisite to enable the justices to ascertain who are the 

VOL. IJ. H 
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surveyors being invalid, the rate made by them cannot be 
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e QuEKK eufQrced^ ^nd the rule must be discharged. 
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Wordsworth prayed for the coats of the rule. 

Coleridge, J. Do you appear for the justices ? 

Wordsworth* My brief is indorsed, *' To oppose the 
rule being made absolute." 

Coleridge, J. If the justices were at the cost of 
shewing cause, the rule should be discharged with costs 

as to them, but not otherwise. 

* 

Rule discharged. 
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as far as I gather the facts in this case the fair inference 
is that the two rates were for different periods, and so 
they are not illegal. The only point on which I have 
any doubt is as to the appointment of Austen and Davis 
under the 11th section of 5 & 6 Wm. 4| c. 50, and on 
that point I will take time to consider. 

Cur. adv. vult. 
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Coleridge, J., now delivered judgment for Erlb, J. 
On shewing cause against a rule for a mandamus com- 
manding the justices to take steps for levying a rate for 
highways, it appeared that the validity of the appointment 
of surveyors for the highways by the vestry was disputed, 
on the ground that a notice on Sunday for a vestry on 
Wednesday was not a notice of three days at least, and 
these facts were shewn to the justices at the special 
sessions for highways, and they at the same sessions 
appointed the surveyors who made the rate which it was 
sought to enforce by the mandamus. One question 
raised was, whether this appointment was valid under 
5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50, s. 11, whereby it is enacted that 
in case the neglect of a parish to elect a surveyor 
appears on oath to justices at a special session for high-^ 
ways, they may at their next succeeding special sessions 
for the highways appoint a surveyor; and I am of opinion 
that it w^s not The enactment is clear that the interval 
between two special sessions for the highways is to be 
interposed between shewing the neglect of those who 
have the primary right to elect, and the appointment by 
the authorities substituted in case of siich neglect, and 
there seems good reason for the interval, as the alleged 
neglect may be denied or explained, and as inquiry may 
be requisite to enable the justices to ascertain who are the 

VOL. II. H 
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'^^*' surveyors being invalid, the rate made by them cannot be 
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Wordsworth prayed for the costs of the rule. 



Coleridge, J. Do you appear for the justices ! 

Wordsworth. My brief is indorsed, " To oppose the 
rule being made absolute." 

Coleridge, J. If the justices were at the cost of 
shewing cause, the rule should be discharged with costs 
as to them, but not otherwise. 

Rule discharged. 



May 27, 28, In the Matter of the Constables of Hipperholme 



1 



and Juno 4. 



cum Brighthouse. 



A vestry was JDIOOOTT moved for a rule to shew cause why a writ 
18th section of Certiorari should not issue to bring up a resolution 

c. 109, to con- of the vestry of the parish of Hipperholme cum Bright" 

pjdYconstab^^^ A(M««, whereby it was resolved, under the 18th section of 

*Sdfor*the 5^6 Vict. c. 109, that paid constables should be 

parish, and a appointed for that parish, and certain persons were 

resolution was * * 

come to no. nominated to that office, with salaries ; and also the order 

xninating cer- 
tain persons as of certain justices confirming the resolution and nomina- 

constables, 

with a salary. 

This resolution and nomination were confirmed by certain justices, under the 18th section of 

the same act. A motion being made for a certiorari to bring up this resolution, and the 

confirmation of the nomination by the justices at petty sessions : 

Held, that a certiorari will not lie to the chairman of a vestry to bring up the resolution of 
the vestry, but that it does lie to the justices to bring up the order of the justices al petty 
sessions, confirming the nomination and appointment. 
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tion at a petty sessions holden for the appointment of BaiiCwrt. 
constables under the 19th section of the same act. It ^ "^' ' * 
was sought to quash the resolution and orderi on the In ^^ Matter 
ground that the proceedings at the vestry had not been Bipff.rhoi.me 

cum BrighT- 

in accordance with 58 Oeo. 3, c. 69, and 59 Geo. 3, c. 85, hoobe. 
which are acts for the regulation of parish vestries. 
[Coleridge^ J. Before you state the objections to the 
appointment of the constables, you must clear your 
ground, and shew that certiorari will lie in this case. Is 
there any instance of a resolution of vestry being re- 
moved ? Must you not make out that the vestry is a 
Court ?] It is submitted that the resolution of the vestry 
is a judicial act, and if this resolution be not quashed, on 
certiorari, there is no other way to prevent the ratepayers 
being saddled with the annual piEiyment of these constables, 
which they contend they ought not to be, as they have a right 
to constables without salaries. [Coleridge ^ J. To whom 
do you propose the writ should go ?] To the chairman 
of the vestry and the two magistrates, as they have acted 
on the resolution, and appointed the constables, I propose 
to bring up both the resolution and the appointment. , 

[Coleridge f J. If this resolution of the vestry be illegal, 
the overseers of the poor need not act upon it ; but as 
they are under the ^h section of 5 & 6 VicU c. 109, to 
pay the salary,they may avail themselves of the irregularity 
by refusing to pay the salary.] The difficulty is, that 
the resolution has been acted on by the magistrates, and 
are the overseers to set themselves up to dispute it ? No 
doubt the application is rather a novel one, it only be- 
coming necessary since 5 & 6 Vict. c. 109. It has, 
however, been decided that certiorari will go to bring up 
a county rate. [Coleridge , J. I do not at all feel satisfied 

H 2 
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Baii Qmrt. that the Certiorari ought to go to bring up a resolution 
______ ^^ * vestry. You had better see if you can find any 

In the^Matter authority at all in point, and in the meanwhile the case 
HippEaHOLMK . can stand overj 

cum Bright- "* 

HOUSE. Stood over accordingly. 



May 28. On the subsequent day, 

Piggott stated that he had not been able to find any- 
thing very satisfactory or quite in point ; but in the recent 
case of Reg. v. Cole9 (a), an order of justices disallowing 
certain fees to the clerk of the peace for Somerset was 
brought up by certiorari and quashed. In that case the 
objection was taken, that the act of the justices was not a 
judicial act, and therefore that the certiorari ought not to 
go, but that objection was not allowed to prevail. [Cole- 
ridgcy J. That was a very different case to the present. 
There the order was an order of the Court of quarter 
sessions, and was, therefore, the act of a judicial body. 
My doubt is to the right of this Court to interfere with, a 
resolution of vestry by certiorari.] Then, still, we are 
entitled to bring up the order of justices confirming the 
appointment and nomination of the vestry, for that is 
a judicial act done at petty sessions. {^Coleridgey J. I 
think you may have your rule to that extent.] Then the 
rule will be to bring up the copy of the resolution of the 
vestry, for the original is not transmitted to the justices, 
but entered in the vestry book, and a copy sent to them. 
[Coleridge f J. I do not think you can bring up a copy. 
It has been decided that the Court will not grant a 
certiorari to bring up the copy of the examinations taken 
under the Poor Law Acts.] That is a very different 
thing, the examinations being mere evidence taken before 

(a) 2 New Sess. Cas. 144. 
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the justices. Here the resolution of the vestry is, that a b»*^ ^«^- 
copy be sent to the magistratesi and when sent, it is the 
foundation of the judicial act of the magistrate. ^ thejiatter 

HlFPERHOLME 

com Bright- 

CoLBRiDGEy J. I feel some difficulty about it, and houbx. 
will take time to consider. 

Cur. adv. vult. 



On a subsequent day, June 4. 

WiGHTMAN, J., delivered judgment for Coleridge, J. 
This was an application for a rule for a certiorari to 
bring up into this Court a resolution and nomination by 
the vestry of the parish o( Hipperholme cum Brighthouse, 
and an appointment by certain justices at petty sessions 
of certain persons to be paid constables of that parish, 
under 5 & 6 VicL c 109, ss. 18, 19. The case stood 
over, to give Mr. Piggott an opportunity of searching for 
any authority for removing resolutions of vestries, but he 
did not succeed in finding any such authority. I am 
requested by my Brother Coleridge to say, that in the 
absence of any authority on the subject, he is of ppinion 
that a resolution of a vestry is not removable by certiorari, 
but that the writ may go to bring up the appointment 
made by the justices. 

Rule accordingly. 
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JSaii Court 
1847. 
June 7. 

Anattoniev 
who passed his 
examination, 
and was ad- 
mitted in 
Easier Tenn, 
1846, ne- 
glected to pro- 
care a stamped 
certificate to 
practise within 
twelve months 
from the date 
of his admis- 
sion, as re- 
quired by Reg. 
trcn. Etuter 
Term, 1846. 
made under 
6&7 Viet. 
c» 73. Under 
special cir- 
cumstances 
the Court 
dispensed with 
his giving 
the requisite 
notices to 
enable him to 
apply to the 
Court on the 
last day of 
Term, for 
leave to take 
out his stamped 
certificate, 
and allowed 
him to take it 
out at once, 
without pay. 
ment of any 
ftrrearst 



Ex parte Weymouth. 

J£ T. COLE moved for a rule calling on the Registrar 
of Attornies and Solicitors to issue his certificate to 
the Commissioners of Stamps and Taxes, under the S5th 
section of 6 & 7 Vict c. 73, authorizing them to grant 
an annual stamped certificate to Mr. T. Weymouth, an 
attorney of this Court, enabling him to practise as an 
attorney, without giving the notices required by the rule 
oi Easter Term, 1846 (a> 

It appeared by the affidavits on which the application 
was made^ that Mr. Weymouth was admitted an attorney 
of this Court in Easter Term, 1846, but that down to the 
present time he had neglected to take out a stamped 
certificate to practise. Ever since his admission he had 
been living with, and acting as clerk to his father, who is 
an attorney practising at Kingsbridge, Devon, On die 
new County Courts* Act (8 & 9 VicU c 127,) being 
brought into operation, Kingsbridge was selected as 
one of the towns in which one of the district Courts 
for Devonshire should be held. Mr. T* Weymouth was 
anxious to practise in this Court as clerk to his father, 
who had been applied to by some of his clients to conduct 
proceedings for them in that Court, and who, firom having 
more important professional engagements to attend to, 
was unable to go into the County Court, but wished his 
son, as his clerk, to attend to this business for him. It 
was, however, sworn that the Judges of the district 
Courts had decided not to allow any one to address the 
Court, or in any way assist a suitor there, unless he 
were a barrister or a solicitor duly authorized to practise, 

(a) 1 B. C. B. 163. 
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and this rule was adopted by the Judge of the district ^*^^ ^<«*^- 

Court o{ Kingsbridge. This rule, however, was not pro- L_ 

mulgated until too late for Mr. T. WeymoutK to give his ^ymodth. 
notices pursuant to the rule of Court of Ecutter Term, 
1846 (a), so as to enable him to make the usual application 
to the Court on the last day of Term, pursuant to 6 & 7 
Fict. c. 73, for leave to take out his stamped certificate to 
practise. It was further sworn, that if Mr. T. Weymouth 
were prevented from practising as an attorney in the County 
Courts, and particularly the district Court, holden at J^»7?^»- 
bridge, that this would injure him very much in his profes- 
sion of an attorney. It was also distinctly sworn that Mr. T. 
WeymouthYidA never, either directly or indirectly, practised 
in his own name, or on his own account It was now 
submitted that the Court would, under the circumstances 
disclosed by the affidavits, dispense with the usual notices 
if it had the power to do so. Here very strong facts had 
been adduced in favour of the application, which indeed 
had only become necessary since the passing of 6 & 7 
VicU c. 73, and if Mr. T. Weymouth were prevented 
from taking out his certificate until after Michaehruis 
Term, much injury might accrue to him in his professional' 
prospects. It was also submitted, that although there 
was no case exactly in point, yet that as in some cases the 
notices had been dispensed with as to the re-admission of an 
attorney (6), the Court had that power in the present case. 

Mr. Justice Wightman, after consulting the Master, 
granted the rule, and without payment of any arrears. 

Rule absolute to take out the certificate at 
once, without giving any notices or paying 
any arrears. 

(o) 1 B. C. R. 153. (b) Ex parte French, 5 Dowl. 374. 
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Bail C<ntrt, 
1847. 



June 8. Regina offatnst The Justices of Leicestershire. 



An order for ^J^HIS was a rule, Calling on the justices of Leicester- 

tbe expenses shire to shew cause why a mandamus should not 

nance cfa* ^" issue, Commanding them to enter continuances as of the 
1 f* * 

WM made by^'^ last Michoelmos quarter sessions, and hear an appeal by 

two justices, jhg churchwardens and overseers of the poor of the parish 

pursuant to r r 

8 & 9 Vict. o{ Market Bosworth against an order made by two jus- 

c. 126, upon ^ ^ J 

the treasurer tices, under 8 & 9 Vict c. 1S6, upon the treasurer and 

and guardians , /* t • 

of the Union guardians of the Market Bosworth Unions for the payment 
the next of 1/1 to the treasurer of the guardians of the Hinckly 

sionsj^^counsel ^^fow, for the maintenance of a lunatic pauper adjudged 
and'r^ltr*^'' to be Settled in the appellant parish. 
an appeal It appeared by the affidavits used in movin^or for the 

against the rr j o 

order, but the rule, that the order of maintenance in question was made 

brief did not 

contain any on the treasurer of the guardians of the Market Bosworth 

instructions as -^ , , . ^ , « i t^. t » 

to whether Union, at the instance of the treasurer of the Htnckly 
by^the^guar-^** ^'^^ion, there having been a prior order adjudging the 
shy settlement of the pauper to be in the appellant parish. 
the parish fjjg churchwardens and overseers of the poor of the 

onicers of the ^ 

parish in parish of Market Bosworth wished to appeal against the 

which the * t » 

settlement of order of maintenance under the 62nd section of 8 & 9 

the pauper was 

adjudged to be, Vict. c. 126, which gives an appeal against an order of 
contained the maintenance made under that section, either to ''the 

order, indorsed 
" Market Bos- 
worth v. Erie Shilton," and the clerk of the peace entered the appeal as an appeal by the 
guardians of tho union of M. B. Notice and grounds of appeal were served on the 
respondent parish, in the name of the parish officers of Market Boiworth, 

At the January sessions the appeal was called on, and appeared to be an appeal by the 
guardians of the union of Af. ^ , on which the respondents objected to the appellant's 
counsel being heard, as they were instructed on behalf of the parish officers ; they then 
sought to be heard for the guardians, when it was objected that there had been no notice or 
grounds of appeal delivered by the guardians, but only by ^he parish officers. The sessions 
held these objections good, and refused to hear the appeal. 

Held, that the sessiops were Qot 90 clparly wropg 1^ to justify this Court in interfering by 
mandamus* 
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guardians of any union or parish, or the overseers of any ^oii Court. 



1847. 



parish, township, or place, affected by such order,** '' as _ 
if the same were a warrant of removal x" and their attor- ^^® Qpebn 
ney handed a brief to counsel at the Michaelmas quarter The Justices 
sessions for Leicestershire, indorsed, " Mr. g to Lkickstau 

BHIBS. 

enter and respite appeal. ** The brief did not contain 
any instructions whether the appeal was on behalf of 
the churchwardens and overseers of the parish of Market 
Bosworth, or the guardians of the union, but merely con- 
tained the order, with the names of the two parishes. 
Market Bosworth and Erie Shilton, indorsed upon it. 
The clerk of the peace, however, entered the appeal as 
being on behalf of the guardians of the Market Bosworth 
Union. Subsequently, notice and grounds of appeal 
were delivered by the appellant parish on behalf of the 
churchwardens and overseers of the parish of Market 
Bosworth, and at the ensuing sessions these ofBcers came 
ready to try the appeal. 

On the appeal being called on, the counsel for the 
appellants were asked by the respondents for whom they 
appeared, and they stated for the parish officers of Market 
Bosworth. The respondents then objected that they could 
not be heard, as there was no appeal entered by the 
parish officers of Market Bosworth, but that the entry 
was on behalf of the guardians of the union. The ap« 
pellant's counsel then claimed to be heard on behalf of 
the guardians ; to this the respondents also objected, on 
the' ground that the notice of appeal was on behalf of 
the churchwardens and overseers and not the guardians. 
The sessions decided in favour of these objections, and 
refused to hear the appeal. The present rule having 
been obtained. 
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BaU Court. Watson^ Q. C.f and MeUor now shewed cau8e« This 

is a case in which the Court will not interfere with the 

e <^u£EN ^g^i^i^QQ Qf ^^ sessions, even if they were wrong in 
The Jiutices ^y^^ decision to which they came, it being a question of 
Leicester, practice entirely within their discretion. But it is sub- 

8HIBE. ^ •' 

mitted that they were quite right There were two 
objections to hearing the appeal ; first, that the appel- 
lant's counsel were not instructed on behalf of the parties 
in whose name the appeal was entered, namely, the 
guardians of the union of Market Bosworth, and even if 
' they had been, there was no notice of appeal by them ; 
secondly, the churchwardens and overseers were not 
entitled to be heard, as there was no appeal entered and 
respited by them. As to the first point, there was a 
variance between the appeal entered and the notice given, 
and it was a matter entirely within the jurisdiction and 
discretion of the Court to decide whether this variance 
was a fatal one, or not ; they decided that it was, and 
this Court will not interfere. Then, secondly, the church- 
wardens and overseers had no right to be heard on an 
entry of an appeal by the guardians of the union ; it may 
be that they were in time to have claimed to enter the 
appeal then as an original appeal, but that they did not 
do, nor did they apply to the sessions to amend their 
record as to the entry, which perhaps might have been 
done, but insisted on their right to be heard on the 
entry already made ; here the mistake, if any, was not 
caused by any mistake of the clerk of the peace, but was 
owing to the neglect of the appellant's attorney in not 
properly indorsing his brief. IWightmang J* It is dear 
that there has been a mistake, and the question is, 
whether I can set it right.] Before the Court will grant 
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a mandamus^ there must be a demand and refusal, wbich ^«>7 0<»«^' 
there has not been in this case. The only demand h^re ' 

was by the churchwardens and overseers to be heard on '^^^ Quben 

an i^peal entered by the guardians. If they had sought The Jiutioes 

to enter the appeal as an original appeal, and had been re* Leicester- 

^^ 8HI&E* 

fused by the sessions, it might have been different: as 
it is, this is clearly a. case in which this Court will not 
interfere, for it will not compel the justices to do by man- 
damus that which they have never been asked to do. 

Macaulay^ in support of this rule. This is clearly a 
case in which the Court will interfere, unless it feels that 
it is precluded from doing so. The mistake on the part 
of the clerk of the peace was one which could not have 
misled the respondents, and, therefore, ought to have 
been rectified by the sessions when the appeal was called 
on. The sessions, no doubt, had a discretion in the 
matter, but exercised it wrongly, and so this Court will 
interfere. In the case of R. v. The Justices of WiU^ 
shire (a). Lord Ellenhorough^ speaking of the discretion 
of the justices, says, '^the magistrates certainly had a 
discretion to exercise with respect to what was reasonable 
time for giving notice of appeal, but we have also a kind 
of visitorial jurisdiction over them in the exercise of such 
a discretionary power." With regard to applying to the 
sessions to amend the entry, it is clear that the justices 
of the Jatmary sessions could not amend the minutes of 
the October sessions, without the authority of this Court; 
but if this rule be made absolute, they will then be enabled 
to do so. It is clear that the mistake was not made by the 
appellants, who h^ve done everything which was incum- 
bent on them. Indeed, they were not bound to enter 

(a) 10 East, 406. 
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Baa Court, and respite at the October sessions^ and as a proper 

"^' notice of trial was given by them for the January sessions. 

The QuBBN iijg justices ought to have heard the appeal as an original 

TbeJottioes appeal then. No special form of entry is requisite; 

LBICE8TBB* therefore the sessions ought at once to have entered the 

saiBE. 

appeal, if they thought it necessary, and proceeded to 

hear and determine it As it is, there has been a failure 

of justice, which this CSourt will set right. Rex v. The 

Justices of Wiltshire (a); Rex v. The Justices of the West 

Riding (6). 

WioHTMAN, J, I always regret (where there has been 
an omission by the justices to decide on the merits of a 
case) to find that I am unable to rectify the defect I 
should be willing to do so in this case, but do not think 
I can. The failure which has taken place in this case is 
entirely owing to the want of care in the appellants in 
not giving proper instructions to counsel to enter and 
respite the appeal, so that no mistake could have been 
made by the clerk of the peace. The fact really is, that 
the appeal is wrongly entered as an appeal by one set of 
, persons instead of another ; and when called on, it ap- 
peared to be an appeal entered by the guardians of the 
poor, and not the overseers. Now that appeal could not 
be heard, because the necessary preliminaries of deliver- 
ing notice and grounds of appeal had not been complied 
with. It was then contended by the appellant's counsel, 
that they could be heard as appearing for the parish; 
and that the order being indorsed, *' Market Bosworth v. 
Erie ShilUmt^ they might treat it as an appeal by the 
parish, and not the guardians of the union. I cannot 
accede to that mode of putting the case, but think it must 

(a) 1 East, 683. (h) 15 L. J., Mag. Cu. 57. 
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be taken as the order referred to in the appeals entered 
on behalf of the guardians of the union. The question 
then is, whetherj as there clearly is a mistake in this 
case, the Court ought to interfere. Two cases were 
cited from Eos fs ReportSj but I think they are both 
distinguishable from the present. In the case in 1 
Eastf the objection was^ that the appeal had not been 
entered in proper time ; but there the appellants were 
only prevented from doing so by an agreement with the 
other parish, which would have rendered the appeal un- 
necessary; the respondents subsequently broke their 
agreement; which rendered the appeal necessary, and 
therefore it was not for them^ the respondents, to object 
to the appeal being entered. In the case in 10 East^ 
also it appears that the objection was, that a proper notice 
of appeal was not given in accordance with the practice 
of the sessions, but there it appeared that a new rule of 
practice, as to the time within which notice should be 
given, had been made by the sessions, which had not 
come to the knowledge of the appellant's attorney ; that 
case is; therefore, distinguishable from the present, on 
the ground that the attorney was deceived as to the 
practice of the sessions, and was not guilty of any neglect. 
Now in the present case there was a want of care and 
caution in the appellant's attorney, and I cannot say that 
the sessions were so clearly wrong in refusing to bear 
the appeal, as to induce me to interfere by mandamus. 
If I were to interfere, I do not see to what extent I 
might not be asked to amend errors caused by parties 
themselves. I, therefore, am of opinion this rule must be 
discharged, but without costs. 



Sail Court. 
1847. 

The Queen 

9. 

The Justices 

of 
Leicbbtsb* 



Rule discharged, without costs. 



V. 



110 TRINITY TERM, 

BaUdmrt. 
1847. 



June 9 and 1^ LaNDELLS Ogaiost BaLL. 

"Where, in the 'T^HIS was a rule nisi, obtained by Bramwell early in 

Queen's Bench, rn ■ t • • /• 

anile for the Term, to rescind a rule for judgment as in case of 

in case of *a a nonsuit, obtained in this cause, on the 8th of May last, 

^schug^on ^'^^ ^o ^^^ aside the judgment which had been signed 

un^rtaSn^^it hereon, with costs. It appeared by the aflSdavits upon 

Se***lidn^*to ^^^^^ ^^ ^^ ^** obtained, that issue was joined in the 

^^ ^^^ cause on the 22nd of May^ 1846, and notice of trial giren 

notice of iu for the 26th of the same month, which was continued to 

tennSy and . 

serve it on the the sittings after Term, and countermanded on the 6th of 

A rule for June. On the 21st of January y 1847, a rule nisi was 

in ^e^of a^ obtained for judgment as in case of a nonsuit, which was 

dSchamd*on Subsequently (on the 1st of February) discharged on a 

* ^ rtlS^^^'^h V^^^^V^^n undertaking by the plaintiff to try at the 

the plaintiff first sittings in Easter Term. The plaintiff's attorney 

to try at the , ° , ^ ^ 

first sittings in did not draw up this rule discharging the rule for judg- 

EatUr Term. 

The plaintiff mcnt, as in case of a nonsuit, nor did he try the cause at the 
up the rule or ^i^st Sittings in Easier Term according to the peremptory 
hw undertake undertaking; but on the 10th of April he was served 

defendwrt^s ^'^^ ^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^ ^^^^ drawn up by the defendant's 
attorney drew attorney. This, however, was too late to enable the 

up the rule, '' 

and served it plaintiff's attorney to give notice of trial for the first 

on the plain- ^ 

tiff*s attorney sittings in Easier Term. 

enable him On the 8th of May the defendant obtained a rule 

to gi?e notice 

of trial for 

such sittings after the service), and in TWmty Term obtaiiied a rule for judgment, as in case 

of a nonsuit, on the ground that the plaintiff had not complied with his peremptory 

undertaking to try, and signed judgment A rule nisi having been obtained to set aside the 

rule and judgment thereon : 

Held, that the jud^ent was regular, and that it was not for the defendant to draw up the 



rule, and serve it m tmie for the plaintiff to five notice of trial in pursuance of his peremptory 
undertaking! but that it was incumbent on the plaintiff to draw up the rule, and take notice 
of the condition upon which the rule, which would otherwise have been made absolute, was 



discharged. 

SemSe^ that the practice has been otherwise in the Common Pleas. 
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absolute for judgment as in case of a nonsuit, on the usual BaU Comt, 

affidavit that the plaintiff had not proceeded to trial in ^^^'* 

pursuance of his peremptory undertaking, and signed I^andkllb 

judgment upon it The present rule having been ^all. 
obtained, 

WorUedge now shewed cause. The judgment signed June 9. 
in this case is perfectly regular according to the universal 
practice of this Court, it being the duty of the plaintiff to 
draw up the rule discharging a rule for judgment, as 
in case of a nonsuit, and not the defendant, who is not 
bound to take notice of it unless drawn up and served on 
him by the other side. It may be admitted, that if it 
was the defendant's duty to draw up the rule and serve it, 
that in this case it was done too late to justify the defend- 
ant in the course he has taken. No doubt, a difierent 
practice has existed in the Common Pleas, and, indeed, 
the present rule was obtained on the authority of QingeU 
V. Bean (a), and Knight v. Smith (i), which was decided 
solely on the authority of Gingell v. Bean. Now Ginf 
gell V. Bean is a case decided entirely on the authority of 
the Masters of the Common Pleas, as to the practice 
of that Court, and not on any general rule of all the 
Courts, for in the Queen's Bench the practice has always 
been the other way, as the Masters will report. Another 
case was relied on, when this rule was obtained, of 
Sawyer v. Thompson {c)\ but that case does not carry 
the rule any further as to the general practice, for it was 
a case decided by Mr. Baron Alderson, sitting alone on 

the last day of Term, and is decided entirely upon the 

* 

(a) 1 M. & G. 50; 1 Scott, N. R. 153, S. C. 

(b) 6 M. & G. 1016; 7 Scott, N. R. 896, & C. 

(c) 9 Bf. & W. 24a. ' 
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BaU CourL authority of CringeU v. Bean {a\ and the practice of the 
*°'*^' ^ Court of Queen's Bench was not brought under the 
Landslls notice of the learned Judge. 

Ball. 

Bramwell, in support of his rule, contended that as the 
rule discharging the rule for judgment as in case of a 
nonsuit upon a peremptory undertaking, was not drawn 
up by the defendant, it must be taken to be waived, and 
therefore there was no peremptory undertaking upon 
which the judgment as in case of a nonsuit, obtained by 
the defendant, could be founded, and that therefore that 
rule was wrong, and must be set aside. He relied upon the 
cases of Gingell v. Bean (a), and Knight v. Smith (i), 
which cases were confirmed by the case in the Exchequer, 
of Sawyer v. Thompstm (c). 

WiOHTMAN, J. This id a matter on which it is de- 
sirable that all the Courts should agree, it being a mere 
matter of practice. I will see the other Judges upon the 
aubject. 

Cur. ado. vult. 

June 12. ^ WiGHTMAN, J. In this case Mr. Bramwell moved to 
set aside a rule absolute for a judgment, as in case of 
a nonsuit after a peremptory undertaking. The ques- 
tion is, whether the plaintiff or the defendant is bound 
to draw up the rule discharging the rule for judg- 
ment, as in case of a nonsuit, and to take notice of 
its terms ? The Master reports that the practice in this 
Court is, that when a rule for judgment as in case 

(a) 1 Bl & G. 50; 1 Scott, N. R. 153, a a 

(6) 6 M. & 6. 1016 ; 7 Scott, N. R. 896, & C. 

(c) 9 M. & W. 248; S. C. 11 Law J. Rep. (N^) Ezeh. 90, S. C. 
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of a nonsuit *is discharged upon a peremptory under* ^^^ CVmtf. 

taking, it is incumbent upon the plaintiff to draw up the '___ 

rule, and to take notice of the condition upon which the Landells 
rule, which would otherwise have been made absolute, B\lu 
was discharged. There would have been no doubt upon 
the point but for the cases cited/ of Gingell v. Bean^ and 
Knight v. Smithy in the Common Plea^, the former of 
which was followed by a decision oiAldersorii B., sitting 
alone in the Court of Exchequer, in the case oi Sawyer v. 
Thompson^ in which he decided on the authority of Gingell 
V. Bean, that the plaintiff was not bound to take notice of 
the rule unless it was served upon him. It seems that such 
has been the practice of the Court of Common Pleas, but 
that the practice of this Court has been different ; and it 
does not appear what the practice of the Court of Exche- 
quer is, as the decision of Alderson^ B., was come to upon 
the authority of Gingell v. Bean only. In the absence 
of authority upon the point, I see no reason why I should 
reject the rule of practice which exists in this Court to 
adopt that of the Court of Common Pleas. It appears to 
me that the rule which has prevailed here is a very 
reasonable one, and I therefore think the rule for setting 
aside the nonsuit should be discharged, without costs. 

Rule discharged, without costs. 



VOL. \u 
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Bail Couri. 
1847. 



June 7, 8, and WaRBURG Ogainst ReAD. 

12. 



An action was QN the 27th of May, Setvell obtained a rule nisi before 

conini6ncod in ^"^ . /v* • i_ • • 

December, Coleridge, J.> calling on the plaintiff m this action to 

superior Coart» shew cause why the execution which had been levied 
rerovOTable ^^^^^" should not be set aside, and why he should not 

YdTof Wight *?""^ ^" ^"^ ^'® *® P*^* ''^"' ^^ ^"*^^® ^^® defendant to 
Court of enter a suggestion thereon; that the debt recovered in 

Requests' Act °° 

On the 28th the action did not amount to 51, and that the defendant, 

of itfarcA, 1847, , . - r . • 

the defendant at the time of the commencement of the action, was an 
With a copy of inhabitant of, and resident in, Newport, in the Isle of 
which he"^i^ Wight, in the county of Southampton, and was within 
P?a1miffAathe ^^^ jurisdiction, and- liable to be summoned to the Isle of 
the'^urislKction ^^^^^ ^^^^^ of Requests, under the Isle of Wight Court 
of the isk of of Requests* Act, 46 Oeo. 3, c. 66. 

^i>A* Court ^ 

of Requests. It appeared from the affidavits used in moving for the 

On the 10th of , , , . ^ ... .1 

April notice rule, that the writ of summons m the action was issued on 

was given, the 1st o{ December, 1846, and that the plaintiff claimed 

dffenda^ilt^ *^* therein a debt of 3L 6s. This writ was served on the 

to^^fpldnUff, defendant on the 28th of March, and on the next day the 

who received 

it* but claimed 

4/. 10s. for costs. This the defendant refused to pay, whereupon the pluntiff. on tie 20th 

of April, signed final judgment by default, and, on the Ist oi May, issued a fieri facias for 

6/. YJs, costs. A County Court was established for the Ide of Wight district on the 22nd 

of March, 1R47, under the provisions of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95. 

On the 27th of May a motion was made to set aside the execution, and to compel the 
plaintiff to bring in the plea roll, to enable the defendant to enter a suggestion thereon, under 
the Court of Requests* Act, to deprive the plaintiff of his costs. 

Held, that the 9 & 10 Vict, only acted as a qualified repeal of the Courts of Requests* 
Acts from the time of the establishment of County Courts in the districts in which Courts of 
Request had previously been established, and, therefore, that as the plaintiff had commenced 
his action in the superior Court, at a time when he would not have been entitled to his costs 
by the operation of the Court of Requests' Act, he was not entitled to them now. 

Held also, that the motion to enter a suggestion might be made, although final judgment 
had been signed* 
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defendant gave notice to the plaintiff that he, the defendant, •&«<*' CToitrf. 
resided within the jurisdiction of the Isle of Wight Court '__ 



of Requests. On the 10th of Jpril, notice of declaration Wabborg 

was served on the defendant, who a day or two after paid Read. 

the debt to the plaintiff, who received the same, but 

claimed 4fL lOs. for costs. This the defendant refused to 

pay, whereupon the plaintiff, on the 20th of ^re/, signed 

judgment by default, and on the 1st of May issued a fi. fa. 

for 6/. 17^. costs, under which the sheriff levied on the 

3rd, and on the 13th sold the goods. It also appeared by 

the affidavits that the Isle of Wight Court of Requests' Act, 

46 Geo. 3, c. 66, contained a provision in sect. 40, that 

where a party commences an action in the superior Courts 

for a debt recoverable in the Court of Requests, he shall 

not have any costs by reason of a verdict in his favour* 

And it was also stated that a County Court for the Isle of 

Wight district, constituted under the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 

was opened pursuant to the statute on the 2Snd o{ March, 

1847. The present rule having been obtained, 

BramweU shewed cause. There are two answers to June 7 and a. 
this application. First, the Isle of Wight Court of 
Requests' Act is repealed by the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, from 
the time of the establishment of a district Court for the 
Isle of Wight, under that act, and proceedings commenced 
in the old Courts of Requests before that time are only 
kept alive for certain purposes. Secondly, the provisions 
of the Court of Requests' Act (46 Geo. 3,c.66, s. 40)^ as to 
costs, only apply to cases where there has been a trial, 
and it has been ascertained by a verdict on a trial that the 
defendant was entitled to have his cause tried in the 
Court of Requests, and even if this is not so, the applica- 

i2 
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BaU Court, tion IS too late. First, then, the Court of Requests' Act 
^^^^^ is repealed. The 5th section of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, pro- 

Wahbdhg vides that it shall be lawful for her Majesty to order " that 
Read. any Court holden for the recovery of small debts or 
demands within the provisions of any act cited in either of 
the schedules annexed to the act^ and marked A. and J3., 
shall be holden as a County Court ;*' and it is then pro- 
vided that her Majesty, with the advice of her privy 
councili by order, may assign a district to the said Court, 
and that after such order the act or acts under which the 
old Court of Requests was constituted are repealed by 
the 6th section. As soon as a Court shall have been 
established in any district under the act, all acts affecting 
its jurisdiction are repealed. Now here there was an 
order establishing a County Court for the Isle of Wight 
district, and the Isle of Wight Court of Requests' Act is 
one of those mentioned in schedule A. to the act. No 
doubt, by the 4th section (a) certain proceedings in 
execution of those acts commenced before the passing of 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, were kept alive ; but that was only 
when they were such proceedings as were in furtherance 
of the new act, and could be continued under it. Taking 
these three sections together theit, it is contended that 
the Isle of Wight Court of Requests' Act was thereby 
repealed, and therefore that this Court has no power to 

{a) ** Provided always, and be it enacted, that all proceedings in execu- 
tion of the said acts, or any of them, commenced before the passing of this 
act, or the days severally appointed for the alteration of the constitution of 
the said Courts, shall be valid to all intents and purposes as if this act had 
not been passed, or as if the said Courts had not been altered, and may be 
continued, executed, and enforced against all persons liable thereto, in the 
same manner as if they had been commenced under the authority of this 
act." 
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entertain the application. There is a case very much in Sail Cauri. 

point as to this, of Charrington v. Meatheringham (a) ; in 

that case a defendant was sued under an act (13 Geo. 3, Warburg 

c. 78), which gave treble costs to parties sued for any- Read. 

thing done in pursuance of the act, where at the trial 

a nonsuit took place. This act was repealed by the 5 &6 

Wm. 4, c 50. Prior to the repeal of 13 Geo. 3, c. 78, the 

plaintiff was nonsuited, but before judgment was signed, 

5 & 6 Wm. 4, c. 50, came into operation ; and it was held 

that under these circumstances the defendant was not 

entitled to his treble costs. Secondly, the act of 46 Geo. 3, 

c. 66, does not apply at all to the case now before the 

Court, as there has been no adjudication by a jury, on a 

hostile proceeding, as to the sum claimed by the plaintiff; 

it should have been ascertained by a jury, that the defend- 

ant was entitled to have his cause tried before the Court 

of Requests. Then the application to enter a suggestion 

is too late ; it should have been made promptly ; Hip- 

pesletf V. Layng (6) ; Heak v. Erie (c). Here the 

defendant has waited until the eleventh day of Term 

before he comes to the Court. ' The application should, 

in strictness, have been made before final judgment was 

signed, as the suggestion can only regularly be entered on 

the roll before j udjgmen t is signed ; Cahert v. Everard (d) ; 

Tidd. Pract. 996. No doubt it has been held in a later case 

of Godson V. Lloyd {e)^ that a motion to enter a suggestion 

under the Court of Requests' Act may be made after 

final judgment has been signed, yet even there it was 

held, that it must appear that the motion is made as soon 

as can be, and that the costs have not been taxed. There 

is another objection to the rule, that it does not go to the 

(a) 2 M. & W. 228. (c) 2 M. & W. 383. («) 4 Dowl. 167. 
(6) 4 B. & C. 863. (c^) 5 M. & S. 510. 
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BtUi Omrt. foot of the irregularity, if any there be ; as it does not 

|__ seek to set aside the final judgment, but only the 

WA1UI0BO execution, which is not going back far enough. 
Beao, 

Sewell, who appeared to support his rule, was directed 
by Mr. Justice Wightman to confine himself to the ques- 
tion of the repeal of the Court of Requests, by 9 & 10 
VicU c. 95. 

Sewell, in support of his rule. There is nothing what- 
ever to shew that the Court of Requests' Act is repealed. 
The 9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, merely says, that the Crown may 
order (by order in council) in what districts County 
Courts may be held, and from and after the time men- 
tioned in an order made in pursuance of that power, 
the act under which a Court of Requests, held in that 
district, had been previously constituted was thereby to 
be repealed. The 9 & 10 Vkt. c. 95, is therefore 
merely a conditional repeal of the then existing Courts 
of Requests on a certain act being done ; and even if the 
Court thinks that it can take judicial notice that there 
has been a County Court established for the Isle of 
Wight district, by an order of Council, of which there is 
no evidence before the Court ; still the operation of the 
Court of Requests' Act was not thereby repealed as to 
causes pre-existing. Now this cause was a cause com- 
menced in a superior Court, at a time when it might have 
been commenced in the Court of Requests, and gone on 
with under the County Courts' Act, 9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, 
for the 5th and 6th sections of that act merely pre- 
vent fresh causes of action being brought in the Courts 
of Requests after the passing of that act, but continue 
the functions of those Courts as regards actions already 
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commenced there, and as to existing causes of action ^^<^ ^^'^^ 

within their jurisdiction. With regard to this appli- 

cation being too late, Burhidge v. Marvin (a) shews, ^ARBUBft 

that it may be made after judgment signed. Here the ^^^^* 

defendant was not damnified until the execution issued, 

when he immediately gave notice to the sheriff. 

Cur* adv. vult. 

« 

WiQHTMAN, J. In this case the writ was issued June l^- 
on the 1st of December ^ 1846, and served on the 28th 
of March, 1847, and judgment signed on the 20th ' 
of April, No local Court had been constituted under 
the provisions of the 9 & 10 VicL c. 95, for the dis- 
trict in question, till the 22nd of March, 1847. It has 
been said, in answer to Mr. Sewelfs motion, that the 
9 & 10 Vict c. 95, in fact repealed the provisions of the 
Court of Requests' Act By this act (the 46 Geo, 3, 
c. 66, s. 40), it was enacted, that if any action or suit for 
any debt recoverable by virtue of the act in the Court of 
Requests be commenced in any other Court whatever, the 
plaintiff shall not^ by reason of a verdict in his favour, be 
entitled to any costs. Now, there is no doubt, that 
when this action was commenced, namely, on the 1st of 
December, 1846, the debt was recoverable in the Court 
of Requests ; and if that is so, it appears to me that the 
plaintiff would not be entitled to any costs on judgment 
by default, on verdict, or otherwise. The decision in 
Burbidge v. Marvin applies, though the plaintiff has 
judgment here by default. It is conceded, in the present 
case, that the debt was within the Court of Requests' 
Act, unless the 9 & 10 Fict c. 95, entirely superseded 

(a) 12 M. & W. 8. 
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Baa Court, that Court. It seems to me that it does not sapersede 

^ ^' the 40th section of the 46 Oeo. S, c. 66, because that 

ARBURo applies to the time at which the action was commenced, 
Read. 3,,^^ fy^ all that appears, the debt was recoverable in the 
Court of Requests down to the 22nd of March^ 1847. 
The 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, does not contain an absolute, but 
qualified, repeal of the Court of Requests' Act. It only 
provides, that, as soon as a Court shall have been 
established in a district- under the act, all enactments 
afiecting its jurisdiction shall be repealed. That being 
so, it seems to me that it has not the efiect of repealing 
the 46 Geo. 3, c. 66, so far as to entitle the plaintiff to 
recover his costs in this case. The rule, therefore, must 
be made absolute, the defendant undertaking not to bring 
an action. 

Rule absolute. 



June II. The Queen against The Justices of Durham. 



On the 26th of ¥N Easier Term, Heath obtained a rule, calling on the 

an order was' Justices of Durham to shew cause why a mandamus 

ScesCriie sliowld not issue commanding them to enter continuances, 

^^"^*Vuwife *"^ ^®^"^ ^" appeal against an order of two justices of the 

*°2^^*vT' county of Durham for the removal of George Gansbg, 

G. G, was his wife and two children, from the township of Mer^ 

removed alone , 

on the 22nd rington^ in that county, to the township of Danby^ in 

the appellant Yorkshire. The order was made on the 26th of March^ 

parish, and 
delivered to 

the overseers. No appeal was entered against this order or removal. G. G. returned to the 
parish from which he had been removed, and on the 23rd of December; again becoming 
chareeid)le, he was again removed to the appellaot parish, together with his wife and 
chil(&en, under the same order. An appeal was then entered against the removal at the 
Januaary sessions, and respited until the Easter sessions, when the Court of quarter sessions 
refused to hear it, as entered too late. 

Held, that the sessions were riffht in refusing to hear the appeal, and that the appelUnts 
were bound to appeal, either on the service of the order of removal in March, 184(>, or on 
the removal of G. G. under the order in ApriL 
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1846, and served, with a copy of the examinations, on the ^*^ ^»*- 

overseers of Danbt/f on the next day. The next quarter 1 

sessions for the county of Durham were held on the 6th of ® ween 
Jprily but no appeal was entered against the order at those '^^ J^t»c« 
sessions. On the 2gnd of Jpril, George Ganshy was removed I>uftHAM . 
under the order, and delivered to the overseers otDanby. 
The wife and children of the pauper were not removed, 
but a certificate of her illness, by a medical man, was 
delivered to the overseers of Danhy at the same time of 
the removal of her husband, to excuse her non-removal, 
and the children were infants. There was, however, no 
formal suspension of the order as to her or them. Very 
shortly after this removal of George Ganshy ^ he found 
his way back to Merrington^ where he removed, and 
supported himself and his family for some months. 
Becoming again chargeable to Merrington, he was, on 
the gSrd of December ^ 1846, again removed to Dariby, 
under the same order, and h'is wife and children were 
also removed with him ; whereupon, at the next sessions 
for Durham^ holden in January^ the appellants entered 
and respited an appeal against the order of removal, 
which came on to be tried at the Easter sessions. On 
the appeal being called on, the Court of quarter sessions 
refused to hear it, on the ground that the appellants were 
too late in entering and respiting the appeal at the 
January sessions, but that they should have done so 
after the original removal of George Gansby under the 
order, and had no right to wait until all the parties 
named in the order were removed. 
The present rule having been obtained, 

Granger now shewed cause, and contended that the junoii. 
justices were perfectly right in refusing to hear the appeal. 
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Bail Court. 

184.7. 

The QuESN 

V. 

The Justices 

of 

Durham. 



as being entered too late. No doubt, the parish officers 
of Danby were not bound to appeal immediately on the 
service on them of the order, but immediately on the 
removal of George Oambtff in JprU, there was a perfect 
grievance, and they were bound to appeal at once. It 
may be that the appellants might have been entitled to 
appeal against the removal of the wife and children on 
their removal, if they had any ground for contesting the 
marriage and the legitimacy of the children ; but here 
they have appealed against the order generally. [Wight' 
man, J* Then they are clearly wrong as to that. I should 
like to hear the other side.] 



Heath in support of his rule. The greater includes 
the less, and therefore it is contended that as this order 
of removal was general, we may still, under our general 
appeal, dispute the validity of the order, as to the wife 
and children, and were therefore entitled to be heard as 
to them. An order may be confirmed as to part, and 
quashed as to the othqr. In this case the grievance was 
not complete until the removal of the wife and children, 
and if the appeal, as to them, had been heard, it might 
have turned out that although the man Gamhy was 
settled in the appellant parish, yet that the woman was 
not his wife, or that some of the children were illegitimate. 
Under these circumstances, as the statutes giving parties 
aggrieved a power of appeal are 'construed liberally, the 
Court will make this rule absolute, and give the appellants 
an opportunity of trying the validity of the order. The 
substantial removal was not until December, and the 
respondents ought not be allowed to take advantage of 
their own wrong in having removed Oeorge Oanshy alone 
in April, which they had no right to do without at the 
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same time suspending the order as to the wife and ^^ ^'''*"^' 
children. * 



The QuESN 

V. 



WiGHTMAN, J. If I were satisfied that the sessions ^*»® Justices 

of 

were wrong in what they have done, I ought to make Dumam. 
this rule absolute ; and not unless I am so satisfied. Now 
I do not think that they were wrong, but think the 
appeal, when entered, was out of time. (After stating 
the facts of the case, the learned Judge went on to say.) 
When the order of removal was served, the parish officers 
of Danhy might have appealed against it ; if they chose 
to wait and treat the removal under the order as the 
grievance, they had a perfect grievance when the male 
pauper- was removed in Aprils and might have appealed 
against the order as to all. They do not do so, but wait 
until the removal in December^ and then they appeal 
against the removal of all the paifpers. I think that they 
were too late, and therefore the rule for the mandamus 
must be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 



Spencer against Hagiadur. Juneii. 



T^HIS was a rule obtained by Dearsly, on the 29th of ^^ ^^^^ T?* 

X . -^ •/ commenced m 

MaVf calling on the defendant in error in this cause, '^^ inferior 

Court, a 

and the serjeant-at-mace of the Borough Court of Kings' verdict found 

for theplaintiff, 
and a n. fa. 
issaed for damages and costs. After levy, but before the sale, a writ of error was sued out, 
wbicb was allowed after the sale but before the proceeds were paid over to the plaintiff bv the 
oifficer, but which was done after the allowance of the writ. A motion being made to 
compel the pUuntiff- below, or the officer of the inferior Court, to pay the money into the 
Court of Error, to abide the result of the writ of error : 

Hddf that the Court of Error has no power to make such order, ito jurisdiction being 
merely over the record. 
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Bail Court, 

1847. 

Spenceb 

V, 

Hagtadue. 



tofiruponrHuUi to shew cause why they should not pay 
into Court the money levied under the fieri facias issued 
in this cause, to abide the result of the writ of error sued 
out herein. In this case an action was commenced in 
the Borough Court of KingatonruponrHull^ and at the 
trial a verdict was found for the plaintiff; judgment was 
thereupon signed, and a fieri facias issued to the officer 
of the Court, directing him to levy for the damages and 
costs. A writ of error was sued out by the defendant, but 
the writ did not issue until after the levy, and before 
the allowance thereof, the goods levied were sold ; the 
proceeds were paid over by the officer to the plaintiff 
below, but not until after the allowance of the writ The 
present rule having been obtained. 



JV* H. Watson now shewed cause, and contended, 
that although this Court had jurisdiction over everything 
relating to the record, it had none with regard to the 
payment of the money levied by the officer. No doubt, 
if a levy is made in a cause after the allowance of a writ 
of error, the person levying is a trespasser, and the party 
levied on has his remedy by action of trespass ; but this 
Court has no jurisdiction over either the plaintiff or the 
defendant, but only over , the record, which is removed 
here by the writ of error. 



Dearsley, in support of the rule. Immediately on the 
issuing of the writ of error, all proceedings were stayed ; 
and if the levy had commenced before the writ issued, 
the officer was bound to pay the money levied into the 
Court of Error on the allowance of the writ; 1 jirch. 
Prac. 491. Directly after the writ of error is -allowed, 
all the proceedings in the cause ar^ before this Court. 
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WiGHTMAN, J. All that IS removed into this Court ^"f^^' 

by the writ of error is the record, and over that I have ! — 

jurisdiction. I do not see what jurisdiction the writ of Spencer 

error can give me over the officer of the inferior Court, Hagiadub. 
or the plaintiff in the action, so that I may order them 
to pay this money into the Court of Error. The rule 
must be discharged, with costs. 

Rule discharged, with costs. 



Same against Same. 

TN this case a rule had been obtained by Watson^ A writ of error 
calling on the plaintiff in error to shew cause why the on a jud^ent 
writ of error issued herein should not be quashed, with Court^oT^e 
costs, on the ground that it was improperly directed ; flJeT^t^^j 
and why the record should not be amended, by confining nptshewjuris- 

^ » ^ © diction in the 

the verdict to the second count; and why that count inferior Court, 

The writ was 

should not be amended, by shewing that the cause of directed to the 
action therein set forth arose within the jurisdiction of « Recorder,** 

, . « . r^ M. instead of 

the inferior Court. » judge" of 

the Court- 
The Recorder 

Dearsley shewed cause. In this case the writ ^ pro- j^^g^^Ju^® 
perly directed. The direction is, " To Mathew Thomas ^^J^- ^ A 

* '' motion being 

BaineSf Esq., Recorder of Kingston-upon^HulL^ Now made to quash 

the writ of 

the Recorder of Kingston-upon^Hull is also the Judge error, on the 
of the Borough Court, and it is only by virtue of his ft was im-* 

properly 
directed, and 
also to 
confine the verdict to one count, and amend that by shewing that the cause of action therein 
Mentioned arose within the jurisdiction of the inferior Court : 

Hddt that the Court had no power to confine the verdict to one count, or amend the count 
by shewing that the cause of action arose within the jurisdiction. 

Hdd also, that the writ of error was improperly directed to the Recorder instead of the 
Judge of the Court, but that this Court would give the plaintiff in error leave to amend. 
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BaU Qmri. being Recorder thai be sits as Judge of the Court. The 
"^ * writ is manifestly directed to the right person, as the 
^' Judge is always styled Recorder. In this case, too, the 
Bamk. Recorder has obeyed the exigency of the writ, and 
returned the record into this Court, and therefore, if 
there were any irregularity, the defendant in error is too 
late in his motion. [He cited Robertt v. Tucker (a); 
Jones v. Axen (b) ; Walker v. Stokoe (c).] Even if the 
Court should think the direction insufficient, it has power 
to amend the record under 5 Geo, 1, c. \S. [Wtght- 
man, J. I do not think that the direction is sufficient, 
but I will give you leave to amend the record as to that.] 
Then will the Court allow the amendment prayed by the 
other side ? It is submitted, clearly not. In the first 
place the Court has no power to do so, as it has nothing to 
amend by. The Court is asked to confine the verdict to 
one count, which is a bad count, and then amend that. The 
second count is for money had and received, and the 
objection to it is, that it does not shew the cause of 
action to have arisen within the jurisdiction of the inferior 
Court, which is necessary. The statement is, ** for money 
then had and received," which is clearly bad ; Turner v. 
Waugh {d). {Wightman, J. No doubt the objection is 
a good one, or the other side would not apply to amend.] 

Watson, in support of the rule. As to the first part 
of the application, to confine the verdict to the second 
count, it is submitted that the Court will grant that, as 
the misprision was the act of the clerk of the Court, and 
where that is so, it is amendable under the statute ; Usher 



(a) Styles. 191. <c) I<L 153. 

(t) 1 Lord Baym. 119. (d) 1 Term. Rep. 151. 
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V. Dancey {a). As to the other amendment sought, the ^«'' ^^^'^^^ 

record is here, and the Court has power to make the ]__ 

amendment if it chooses. ^^"* 

9. 



Same. 



WiGHTMAN, J. I have nothing to shew me that the 
entry of the verdict wrongly was a misprision of the 
clerk, and, therefore, I cannot confine the verdict to the 
second count. As to that count, it is clearly bad for not 
shewing that the cause of action arose in the inferior 
Court, and I cannot amend it The rule must, therefore, 
be discharged, the plaintiff in error having leave to 
amend the direction of his writ, and, as that be so, 
without costs. 

Rule discharged, without costs. 

(a) 4 M. & 9. 94. 



Joel against Dicker. Mayi&24. 



'JpHIS was a rule, calling on the plaintiff to shew cause a defendant 

why the warrant of attorney herein should not be execute a" 
cancelled, and why the judgment signed thereon, and all rttorney?and 

having no ■ 
attorney pro- 
sent to act on his behalf, desired the p1aintiff*s attorney, at whose office he was, to send for 
some attorney living in the neighbourhood, to comis and act for him in witnessing his 
execution of the instrument. The plaintiff's attorney sent for an attorney who was a stranger 
to the defendant, and also to the plaintiff, and the defendant requested him to act for him and 
attest his execution, which he did, dfter haying read over and expliuned the effect of the 
instrument to him. 

Hddt that this was a sufficient nomination by the defendant within 1 & 2 Vict. c. 1 10, s. 9, 
and that it was the defendant's own fault if tne attorney was ignorant of the circumstances 
under which the warrant of attorney was given. 

Sembkf where collateral securities are not mentioned in the defeasance to a warrant of 
attorney, pursuant to Reg., Miehadmas Term, 42 Geo, 3, the Court will not set aside the 
instrument as void altogether; but where the circumstance^ under which they were given 
seem to the Court to require en>lanation, they will refer the case to the Master to ascertain 
what sum is due to the plainti£^and let the warrant 6f attorney and judgment thereon stand 
as a security for the same. 
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Bail Court, Subsequent proceediogs, should not be set aside, with 
1847. costs. The grounds on which the rule was moved were; 
Joel first, that certain bills of exchange should have been 
DicKBR. delivered up to the defendant before judgment was signed 
oh the warrant of attorney ; second, that the defeazanee 
of the warrant of attorney did not refer to the collateral 
securities ; and third, that the attorney attesting the 
signature of the defendant to the warrant of attorney, 
was not properly nominated by the defendant to act for 
him, under 1 & 2 Vict. c. 1 10, s. 9. It appeared by the 
affidavits used in this case, that in the year, 1846, the 
defendant, being in want of money, applied to the plain- 
tiff, who is a jeweller in London^ to discount a bill for 
him. This the plaintiff would not do, but persuaded the 
defendant to purchase jewellery of him to the amount of 
ZBOL, (on which he was to raise money,) and to give 
three acceptances for the money, one at three months, 
the other two at six months after date. On the 24th of 
August f 1846, the first bill, which was for 50/., being 
overdue, one Rishworth called on the plaintiff^ at the 
request of the defendant, and pressed him to advance a 
sum of money to the defendant, which, with the sum 
due on the overdue bill, and the two bills not then due, 
would make up 400/., for which sum the defendant was 
to give fresh bills, payable at three, four, and six months, 
and also his warrant of attorney for 400/. The plaintiff 
consented to do this ; and the next day the defendant 
called upon him, and it was agreed that the warrant 
should be made payable in three months, without refe- 
rence to the bills, and that the money should be paid 
whether they were payable or not, or whether they were 
in the plaintiff's possession or not. The bills were given, 
and defendant then went to the plaintiff's attorney, Mr. 



Joel 

V. 

Dicker. 
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Dyte, (to whom he was referred by the plaintiff;) and, ^"^ ^^"'''• 

according to Mr. Dyte^s affidavit^ gave him instructions . 

to prepare the warrant of attorney, at the same time 

telling him that the plaintiff* was about to advance him 

J00/.9 that there were some bill transactions between 

them, but that it was unnecessary to mention them in the 

warrant, as the sum of 400/. was the agreed balance to 

be secured by the warrant. The warrant of attorney 

was accordingly prepared in the ordinary form, nothing 

being said in the defeazance of the bills of exchange ; 

nor was any provision made as to their being given up to 

the defendant on satisfaction of the warrant. On the 

S6th, the next day, the defendant called again at Dyte^s 

for the purpose of executing the warrant, wh^n he was 

told by Dytey that it was necessary that a solicitor^should 

be present on his, the defendant's, behalf to explain to 

him the effect of the warrant, and attest his signature to 

it. The defendant said he was aware of that ; but that 

as he did not wish his own attorney to be acquainted 

with the transaction, he should be obliged by Mr. Dyte^s 

sending for some solicitor living in the neighbourhood to 

attest his execution of the warrant of attorney for him. 

Upon this, Mr. Dyte sent for a solicitor named Burgess^ 

who lived near, who came accordingly. By his affidavit 

it appeared, that he had received a message to attend at 

Mr. Dyte 8 to act for the defendant, to whom he was a 

perfect stranger, as was he also to the transactions 

between the plaintiff* and defendant. On coming into 

the room he saw the defendant, who said that he had 

sent for the deponent to act for him as his attorney in 

attesting his execution of a warrant of attorney, which 

was then lying on the table. Deponent then proceeded 

to read over the warrant of attorney to the defendant^ 

VOL. II. K 
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BaU Court, and explain its purport and effect^ during which be was 

^^^^' interrupted by the defendant, who told him that he, the 

Jo£L defendant, was perfectly acquainted with its nature and 

Djckeb. contents. Mr. Burgess, however, read the document to 

the end, and was then again assured by the defendant 

that it was quite correct, and that he perfectly understood 

it. He then executed the warrant, which was attested 

by Mr. Burgess, and the defendant thereupon paid him 

one guinea, and he left. It also appeared, that the 

only money which the defendant ever received from the 

plaintiff for the bills and warrant was iOL Judgment 

having been signed on the warrant, the present rule was 

obtained. 

May 1. Pet^sdorff now shewed cause. The principal point 

relied on by the other side in moving for this rule was, 
that the attorney acting for the defendant in attesting the 
execution of the warrant of attorney was not properly 
nominated by him ; and the suggestion in the defendant's 
affidavit was, that Mr. Burgess, who acted for the de- 
fendant, was sent for by Dyte, the plaintiff's attorney, 
was a perfect stranger to the defendant, and, therefore, 
not a proper person to act for him. Now it appears by 
the affidavits of Dgte and Burgess, that the sending for 
Burgess was entirely the act of the defendant, who did 
not wish his own solicitor to be cognizant of the trans- 
action in which he was engaged. The facts disclosed in 
the case are amply sufficient to shew, that the nomination 
of Burgess by the defendant was quite a sufficient one 
within the act (1 & ^ Fict. c 1 10, s. 9.) The mere fact 
of the name of Burgess being suggested by Dyte, when 
desired by the defendant to send for an attorney in the 
neighbourhood, will not vitiate the attestation, as it is 
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made at the defendant's own request. That is distinctly ^«*' ^«^- 
decided in the case of Tayhr v. Nicholh (a), and there ^^^'' 
the facts are very like those of the present case. The *^^^^ 
same rule has been laid down in the Queen's Bench, in Dicker. 
the case of a cognovit, in Pease v. Wells (i), in which 
case Taylor v. Nicholh was relied on, and all the autho- 
rities collected. The next point is, that the bills of 
exchange should have been referred to in the defeasance 
to the warrant of attorney. The rule of Michaelmas 
Term, 42 Geo. 3, Q. B. and C. P., and Michaelmas Term, 
43 Geo. 3, Exch. (c)5 requires, " that every attorney who 
shall prepare any warrant of attorney to confess judgment, 
which is to be the subject of any defeazance, shall cause 
such defeazance to be written on the same paper or 
parchment on which the warrant of attorney shall be 
written, or cause a memorandum in writing to be made 
on such warrant of attorney, contiuning the substance 
and effect of such defeazance." Then the 3 Geo. 4, 
c. 39, s. 4, makes a warrant of attorney or cognovit, 
which is subject to any defeazance or condition, bad as 
against the assignees of a bankrupt, unless the defeazance 
or condition shall be written on the same paper or parch-* 
ment on which the warrant or cognovit is written. This 
is extended to the assignees of an insolvent by 1 & ^ 
Vict. c. 110, s. 60, and it is now said, that as the de- 
feazance in the present case does not mention the collateral 
securities, that the instrument is, therefore, void alto- 
gether ; but that is not so, except as against assignees, 
which is not the case here. The meaning of the rules 
of Court cited is, that if the defeazance to a warrant be 
not written on the same paper, or, when written, does 

(a) 6 M. & W. 91. (6) 8 Dowl. PL 626. 

(e).2 Arch. Prac 853. 

K 2 
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Bail Court, hq^ mention collateral securities which have been given, 
1847. 



the attorney is liable to the animadversion of the Court, 
^^ but the instrument itself is not void as between the 
Dicker. parties ; Shaw v. Evam (a) ; Partridge v. Fraser (6) ; 
Satuom V. Goode (c). 

Carrie, in support of the rule. In this case it clearly 
appears, that the defendant has given bills for 600/., and 
a warrant of attorney for 4002., and has only got some 
jewellery and about 407. cash for the^l• The warrant of 
attorney has, therefore, been given under circumstances 
such as the statute 1 & 2 Fict. c. 110, was intended to 
meet. Now that statute requires, that when a warrant of 
attorney is executed, the person executing it shall be 
attended by an attorney expressly named by him to act 
in his behalf. On this point Barnes v. Pendrey (d) is 
directly in point. In that case the defendant was about 
to execute a cognovit, and not knowing any attorney to 
nominate to act for him in witnessing his execution, the 
plaintiff's attorney sent for one who acted for him ; but 
the Court held, that this was not a sufficient nomination 
by the defendant within the act, and held the objection 
fatal to the validity of the^instrument In the present 
case the circumstances are almost identical, and the case 
is peculiarly one in which it was desirable that the de- 
fendant should have been attended by an attorney who 
could act independently for him, and have free means of 
communicating privately with him, which it is clear that 
Mr. Burgess had not in this case. Here the very mischief 
contemplated by the statute has actually taken place, for 

(a) 14 East, 576. (c) 2 B. & Al. 568. 

ifi) 7 Taunt. 307. (d) 7 Dowl. P. C. 747. 
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it is clear that Burgess did not even know of the exist- Bail Court, 

ence of the bills of exchange given by the defendant. ^^^'' 

Orippew. Bristow (a) is also an authority for the defend- ^^^ 

ant, and shews, that if an attorney has not been properly l^wKEa- 
nominated by the defendant to witness his execution 
under 'the statute, the defendant himself*' cannot waive 
the objection. With regard to the objections to the 
defeazance, it may be admitted, that in the present case 
the instrument is not absolutely void, but there is, in the 
words of Mangfieldf C. J., in MoreU v. Dobost (i), ** a 
clear and gross irregularity." It is clear that the real 
terms of the agreement are not set out in the defeazance, 
and, therefore, we ask the Court, under its general 
jurisdiction, to set aside this instrument, and leave the 
plaintiff to his remedy on the bills, when the defendant 
will have an opportunity of setting out all the circum- 
stances in his pleas to any action brought on them. 

CuTm adv. vuU. 

Coleridge, J. After stating the facts as above May 24. 
detailed, his Lordship proceeded: — I am clearly of 
opinion that the requisitions of the statute, so far as 
regards the nomination of the attorney, have been com- 
plied with. In the number of cases which have been 
decided on this point, the Courts have been pressed with 
a desire on the one hand to give the statute a strict 
construction, in order to insure to the defendant all the 
protection which it was the intention of the Legislature 
to afford him ; and on the other, not to be so extreme 
and literal as to assist in committing frauds on plunti£i, 
which, by means of objections on the statute, are too 

(a) 6 JUL & W. 807. (b) 3 Taunt. 235. 
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Bau Qmri, often attempted. It is not to be wondered at, therefore, 
]^T' that the decisions are not strictly uniform ; but numerous 
Joel authorities, and those the later, and the reason of the 
Picns. thing, shew that neither of the only two objections that 
can be made in this case ought to prevail. First, the 
attorney, it is said, was a stranger to the defitedant, 
suggested to him by the plaintiflTs attorney, — suggested 
alone, so that the defendant had no opportunity of select- 
ing and exercising a free choice. The statute only 
requires that he should be "expressly named." The 
same circumstances existed in Taylor v. NiehoUs^ Hatt 
V. Dale, and PeoMs v. Wells; and in the second of these 
cases my late Brother WiUiams laid down the rule, as 
it seems to me correctly and clearly, (as his manner was,) 
'' that if an attorney is presented by the plaihtiflTs attorney 
to the defendant, and he freely chooses him for the 
specified purpose of advising him with respect to the 
warrant of attorney, that amounts to a nomination of an 
attorney by him within the provisions of the statute.** It 
is true, that in one of those cases the defendant went to 
the attorney's office ; in another, that he and the attorney 
entered into a private room : and these facts shew, that 
a fuller and more confidential communication might in 
those cases have taken place, than did, in fact, take 
place in the present. But these things come after the 
nomination ; as to which the only question is, — had the 
defendant an opportunity of exercising a free choice, and 
did he, in fact, do so? It appears to me that he was a 
free agent, and freely adopted the suggestion made to 
him, and made to him at his own request. Had he so 
pleased, he might have brought bis own family solicitor. 
For his own convenience he does not do that, and he 
must not turn a difficulty or disadvantage of his owp 
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creation into an occasion of fraud on the plaintiff. ^«»' Co^rt. 
Secondly, it is urged, that Burgess, being a stranger, , 
was not able to give, nor did he in fact give, to the 
defendant the protection which the statute is intended to 
secure; and this is true. According to the statement, 
the bargain which the defendant had proposed to enter 
into was a most improvident one, — one which an attorney, 
knowing it, would have been bound to advise him from 
completing. But it was the defendant's own fault that 
Burgess was ignorant of these circumstances. There is 
no doubt that, at the time of execution, he was desirous, 
of securing the advance of money, and not willing to 
ndse delay or difficulty; and he cannot now complain 
that his interests were not protected, if he withheld from 
his adviser the necessary information. I think, therefore, 
that the objections founded upon the statute fail ; but the 
transactions altogether appear to me open to so much 
suspicion, capable however, it may be, of complete ex- 
planation, that it is fit they should be inquired into. 
Let it, therefore, be referred to the Master, to ascertain 
what is due to the plaintiff; and upon the payment of 
that sum, and the costs of the proceedings, let the bills of 
exchange be delivered up to the defendant, and satis- 
faction be entered on the judgment, the warrant of 
attorney and the judgment, in the mean time, to stand as 
security, and the proceedings to be stayed ; and let the 
costs of this rule be in the discretion of the Master. 

Rule accordingly. 
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Eastham against Tyler. 



w^^for'20/^ TPHIS was a rule obtained by M. Chambers on the 24th 
12«. 6rf., was of May last, calling on the defendant to shew cause 

in the following if ' © 

form : « To why a vcrdict should not be entered for the plaintiff in 

fitting up a 

shop iii A, this cause, pursuant to the certificate of the arbitrator 
pair of glass given herein. In this cause it appeared that the defend- 
Iwk^bolte'^ ** *^^ pleaded a set-off, and in pursuance of an order of 

and hinges, to 
a partition to 
ditto, and 
moulding, all 
complete, and 
fitting up shop- 
window with 
glass case 
and linings, 
and sundry 
work, nails,** 
&c. On the 
hearing of % 
reference of 
the cause 
before a legal 
arbitrator, the 
value of all 
the specified 
work named in 
the particular 
was proved to 
be worth 9/., 
but under the 
words in the 
particular, 
•• sundry work, 
nails," &c., 
the arbitrator 
(sulnect to the 
opimon of this 
Court,) ad- 
mitted evi- 
dence of other 
work done 
about the pre- 
mises, to the 
amount of 
10^ U. 

Hdd, that 
the evidence 

was rightly received by the arbitrator, and that if the plaintiff was misled or taken by surprise 
b^ the particular, he should have asked for an adjournment of the reference, to have enabled 
lum to answer the evidence as to that claim. 



Mr. Justice Erle^ made on the 8th day oi March^ 1847, 
the following particulars of set-off were delivered. 

^* The following are the particulars of the defendant's 
set-off in this action, delivered in pursuance of the 
order of the Honorable Mr. Justice Erle^ dated the 
8th day of March, 1847. 

'* 1846, March. £. s. d. 

To fitting up a shop in Anderson Street, 
with one pair of glass doors, and fan- 
light and bolts and hinges to a partition 
to ditto, and mouldings all complete, and 
fitting up shop window with glass case 
and linings, and sundry work, nails, &c. 
To one quarterns rent of house. No. 9, 
Anderson Street, from Lady -day, 1846, 
to Midsummer, 1846 
Dated this 1 1th day of March, 1847. 

Yours, &c., Nation and Neale, 

Orchard Street, Portman Square, 
To Mr. Joseph King, the Defendant's Attorney. 

Plaintiff's Attorney or Agent." 
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The cause was referred to a legal arbitrator by an BaU Court. 

order of reference made on the 28th of April, who pro- * 

ceeded with the reference^ and examined witnesses on Eabtham 
both sidesy after which he gave the following certificate. Tylee. 

^' Having heard, examined, and considered the alle- 
gations and proofs of both the said parties, humbly states 
the following question for the opinion of this honorable 
Court. The defendant's particulars of set-off delivered 
under an order of Mr. Justice Erhf dated the 8th March, 
1847, are as follows, viz. : 

' March, 1846. £. *. d. 

To fitting up a shop in Anderson 
Street, with one pair of glass doors and 
fanlight, lock and bolts and hinges to a 
partition to ditto, and moulding all com- 
plete, and fitting up shop window with 
glass case and linings, and sundry work, 
nails, &c. - - - - 20 12 6' 

'^ The amount due to the defendant for the work so 
particularized, that is to say, ' for the fitting up a shop in 
Anderson Street, with one pair of glass doors and fiui- 
light, lock and bolts and hinges, to a partition to ditto, 
and mouldings all complete, and fitting up shop window 
with glass case and linings * is nine pounds. The amount 
of other work done about the premises, and included 
under the term ' sundry work' is ten pounds and one 
shilling, making together nineteen pounds and one 
shilling. The plaintiff objected to any evidence being 
given under these particulars of set-off of more than the 
work specified, constituting the nine pounds, and I received 
the evidence of the residue subject to that objection. 
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Baa QmrL If the Court shall be of opinion that the evidence of 
' the aetroS under the words 'sundry work' to the 
amount of ten pounds and one shilling, ought not to 
have been received, then I certify that a verdict for 
the plaintiff should be entered for eight, pounds and 
fifteen shillings debt, and one shilling damages, but if 
the Court should be of opinion that such evidence 
was properly received, then I certify that a verdict 
should be entered for the defendant, and I further 
certify that in either case the costs of the reference 
and certificate are to be paid by the said parties in 
equal moieties. As witness my hand this third day of 
May, one thousand, eight hundred and forty-seven. 

" Arbitrator.** 

The present rule having been obtained, 
MiUor now shewed cause. The point stated by the 
arbitrator for the opinion of the Court in thb case is a 
very short one, and is simply whether the defendant is 
entitled under the words " and sundry work, nails, &c," 
to give evidence of work done about the premises, and 
not more particularly specified ; it is submitted that the 
particulars are quite large enough to authorize the arbi- 
trator in admitting the evidence, and so the verdict must 
be entered for the defendant ; if the plaintiff tiiought 
that the particulars were too general, he should have 
applied for further and better particulars ; it is dear that 
the work was done, and therefore must have been all 
within the plaintiff's notice. There is no case to be cited 
in which evidence has been shut out because particulars 
are too vague, but the cases are all as to variance ; if 
they are intelligible to a reasonable extent, and not cal- 
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culated to mislead^it is always sufficient; Linesv. Rees (a). ^^ ^<'>(^* 

If the party is misled, he must shew satisfactorily how he —~ 

was misled, anfd if he had been so in this case he might _ «. 
have had an adjournment to enable him to meet the 
evidence. It is to be remarked here that the plaintiff 
does not venture to say that the work was not done ; at 
all events this was a case entirely for the arbitrator to 
decide, and he has admitted the evidence ; in all points of 
view, therefore^ this rule must be discharged and a verdict 
entered for the defendant. 

M. Chambers {Lush with him), in support of the rule. 
The particulars of set-off delivered in this case are clearly 
not sufficient to enable the arbitrator to admit the 
evidence which was given before him. The rule is laid 
down in ArchhoUHa Practice, vol. S, page 1S61, where 
he speaks of the effect of particulars of demand on the 
proceedings and evidence in a cause, and the strictness 
required therein : — *^ The object however of this strictness 
is, that the opposite party may know what will be attempted 
to be proved against him at the trial, and prepare his 
evidence accordingly ;" and he goes on to say, that a 
mistake ^^ as to dates or other matters not calculated tp 
mislead will not be deemed material." But in the case 
now before the Court, the particular was calculated to 
mislead, for the larger part of the claim of 20^ 12«. 6c2. 
is put in as an accessory merely to the particular under 
the words *^ sundry work, nails, &c., &c. ;" for the arbi- 
trator says, by his certificate, that if he excludes the extra 
work, only 9^. was due under that item of the particular. 
Here the defendant misleads the plaintiff by beginning 

(a) 1 Jurist, 693. 



CSastham 
TyLEft. 



140 TRINITY TERM. 

^«' ^^ with enumerating specific things, and then comprehending 
larger things in the generality. This the Court will not 
uphold, as it would lead to the greatest irregularity in 
these matters, and create great mischie£ 

WiGHTMAN, J. If I were satisfied that injustice 
would be done by the defendant's succeeding in this case, 
I should pause before I discharged the present rule, 
but I think that tliere is no hardship at all to the plaintiff 
by the evidence being admitted by the arbitrator under 
the particular as it stands. If the plaintiff was not quite 
satisfied with it, he should have taken out a summons for 
further and better particulars. He knew something 
more was intended than the 9/. ; he must have known 
that he owed the defendant as much money as the 
defendant owed him, yet he goes on with the action, and 
lies by, thinking he could take advantage of what he 
thought was a defect in the particular ; if he had been 
misled at all, he might have asked for an adjournment, 
which would have been granted as a matter of course by 
the arbitrator; as it is, I think the evidence was rightly 
admitted, and that the verdict ought to be entered for the 
defendant ; the present rule will, therefore, be discharged. 

Rule discharged.. 
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WooLMER against Collins. Nov. 22. 

J^JLL, on a former day, obtained a rule nisi for judg- In moving for 
ment as in case of a nonsuit for not proceeding to trial, mw *m m " 
and the affidavit on which he moved, after stating that TOnsolTfor not 
issue was joined on a day named, proceeded to state, FPojeedingto 
'* that no notice of trial has been given in this cause." sofficient for 

° the affidavit to 

allege that 
** no notice 

Meymott shewed cause. The defendant's affidavit of trial has 
upon which he obtsuned this rule is clearly bad, in not withom ex!^ 
distinctly stating that '* the plaintiff has not proceeded to ["^g^ihrtthe 
trial,- for it does not follow, that because no notice of P^^^ntiffhas 

* ' proceeded to 

trial has been given that the cause may not have been ^"*^' 
tried, since it may have been agreed between the parties, 
that notice of trial should be dispensed with (a). [Pat' 
tesofif J. The Master (b) informs me that this is a very 
common form of affidavit in such cases.] The Court will 
not presume that the plaintiff has not proceeded to trial, it 
should have been expressly stated, and not have been 
left to inference. 

Patteson, J. I cannot presume that the cause has 
been conducted in any other than the ordinary way, and 

(a) The 14 Geo. 2, c. 17, which gives the defendant the right to this 
role in sect. 1 , nses the following words, ** hath or have neglected, or shaU 
neglect to bring such issne on to be tried according to the course and prac- 
tice of the said Courts respectively, it shall and may be lawful," &c. 

(h) Master ^vfice. 
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as the practice requires a notice of trial to be given, I must 
presume that if none has been given, that the plaintiff has 
not gone to trial. I think the affidavit is sufficient 

Meymott then shewed cause on the merits. 

Rale discharged upon a peremptory undertaking. 



Nov. 22. 



Levy against Drew. 



When leave is p^ARLY in the present Term, Prentice obtained a rule, 
cm payment calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause why the inter- 

Myi^t b locutory judgment signed herein should not be set aside 

Jre^ent" ^^^ irregularity, with costs. The facts were as follows : 

Interlocutory Tjjg defendant was sued as drawer of a bill of exchanire 

costs may be ° 



set off against 
each other, 
although no 
express leave 
is given for 



by the plaintiff, who was indorsee, and the declaration 
describing the defendant only by the initial of her 
Christian name, the defendant's attorney, on the Snd of 
The^dSendant ^ugust last, delivered a demurrer, and at the same time 
demanded a joinder in demurrer ; upon this the plaintiff's 
attorney took out a summons to set aside the demurrer as 



having de- 
murred to the 
declaration, 
and demanded 
a joinder in 
demurrer, a 

Judge gave the plaintiff leave to amend on payment of costs; the order not having been 
immediately drawn up, the defendant signed judgment of non pros, which was aft^wards 
set aside, with costs. The plaintiff^s costs of setting aside the judgment of non pros were 
taxed at 3/. lis. 6eZ., and the defendant's costs upon the demurrer and amendment at 
62. 19«. 6dL, for which amount the Master made nis allocatur; but it was immediately 
afterwards discovered that 4«., which had been taxed off had not been deducted, which if it 
had would have caused the allocatur to have been less by that sum. This fact was, however, 
not mentioned to the Master. Subsequently the defendant's clerk was tendered the balance 
of costs, deducting the 4«., and an amended declaration was thereupon left, and the defendant 
not having plead^ thereto in due time, interlocutory judgment was signed. 

Held, upon motion to set aside the jud|g;ment tor irreffularity, Hm the plaintiff ought 
to have tendered the balance according as it appeared by Uie allocatur, and that he was not 
justified in taking upon himself to set it right, and that inasmuch as he had not tendered the 
costs so appearing to be due by the allocatur, the defendant was not bound to have taken any 
notice of the amended declaration, and so the judgment was irregular. 
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frivolous^ which was ultimately heard on the IZth, when Bail Court. 
Mr. Baron Piatt refused to set aside the demurrer, but '^^*' 
made an order, that upon payment of costs the plaintiff ^^J^ 
should be at liberty to amend the declaration. On the Drew. 
morning of the 14th, the plaintiff not having amended, 
the defendant signed judgment of non pros. . The plain- 
tiff s attorney upon this took out a summons to set aside 
such judgment, and on the SOth, Mr. Baron Piatt made 
an order setting aside such judgment, with costs. On 
the 24th of the same month, the plaintiff^s costs for 
setting aside the judgment of non pros were taxed at 
SL lis. 6d, and on the 26th following the defendant's 
costs on the demurrer and leave to amend were taxed* 
according to the statement of the affidavit in answer to 
this rule, '*at 6/L ISs. 4id.^ although the same defendant's 
attorney obtained an allocatur for 6L I9s. 6dL, (having 
neglected to deduct from his bill of costs the sum of 49., 
disallowed by the Master, for the notice of attending 
summons to set aside demurrer by counsel), which allo- 
catur should have been taken for 6L 15«. 6dJ** On the 
same day (26th of August) after the taxation, a clerk of 
the plaintifi*'s attorney attended at the office of the de- 
fendant's attorney, and after explaining to a clerk there 
the error in the casting up of the defendant's costs, 
produced a receipt for the plaintiff^s costs of setting aside 
the judgment of non pros {31. lis. 6d.\ and tendered the 
sum of SI. Ss. as the balance of the defendant's costs, 
calculating them as they should have been, and not 
according to the Master's allocatur. At the same time he 
left an amended declaration, and upon the clerk of the 
defendant's attorney saying that his master was out, and 
be had no instructions to receive the same, the plaintiff^s 
attorney's clerk told him, that if the defendant's attorney, 
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BaU Court, or his clerk, would call at the offices of the plaintiff's 

attorney, he should have the balance then offered. No 

9 ^ application was afterward made for the costs, nor was the 

^^^'^* amended declaration returned. And on the 30th of 

October i the defendant not having pleaded, interlocutory 

judgment was signed. 

Hoggins shewed cause. The question turns entirely 
upon whether or not the defendant was bound to have 
pleaded to the amended declaration, as delivered on the 
S6th of August The plaintiff was correct in deducting 
his own costs of setting aside the judgment of non pros 
from the defendant's costs of amending the declaration, 
and in tendering the balance as he did. But it is 
submitted, that the plaintiff need not have tendered the 
costs prior to amending ; it is not a condition precedent; 
the defendant had his ordinary remedy for the costs if 
they were not paid. [Pattesoriy J. When an order is 
made upon payment of costs, such payment is a condition 
precedent] Then the costs were paid. [Patteson^ J. 
The difficulty is, that the whole balance was not tendered.] 
All that the defendant was entitled to was tendered : it 
appears, that after the Master had taxed, the items were 
cast up, and then it was that 4«. which were taxed off, 
were not noticed, so that the Master gave his allocatur for 
4«. more than was due ; the adding up is the mere act of 
the party ; the Master has nothing to do with that. 

Prentice^ in support of the rule. There are two 
questions involved in this case; first, whether the 
plaintiff had any power to deduct his own costs; and 
.second, whether he was justified in tendering a less 
balance than the Master's allocatur warranted? First, 
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The Master made no order that these costs should be ^^ ^^^^*^^' 
deducted. [Patteson, J. I think it is quite clear that ^ * ' 
the plaintiff was justified in deducting his own costs, the ^^^^ 

R- H.T.a Wm. 4, r, 93, saying" that interlocutory costs Daew. 
in the same suit, awarded to the same party, may be 
deducted ;" and the Master (a) informs me that this is 
the usual practice]. But it is evident that the plaintiff's 
attorney had no right to take upon himself to alter the 
Master's allocatur ; he had no right to assume that it was 
wrong, and tender a balance that was not warranted by 
such allocatur. As the payment of costs therefore was a 
condition precedent, — Nichob v. Bozon (6), — and the full 
amount was not paid, the defendant's attorney was justified 
in taking no notice of the declaration, and so the judg- 
ment was irregular. 

Patteson, J. The payment of costs was no doubt a 
condition precedent to the right of the plaintiff to amend, 
and I think he was perfectly justified in deducting his own 
costs which had been taxed, for as the rule of Court 
permits such costs to be deducted, it surely was not 
necessary that he should have come to the Court for per* 
mission to deduct them. I know of no authority which 
would render such a course necessary, and even if there 
were any, I should be very indisposed to support it, as it 
would be productive of very great inconvenience ; and, 
therefore, if the balance had been tendered, I should have 
held this to have been a regular judgment. But whether 
there was an error, or not, in the casting up at the time of 
taxation, the allocatur is for a precise sum, and therefore 
the party who avails himself of a right to set off costs, 

(a) Master Bunce, (6) 13 East, 185. 

VOL. II. L 



146 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 



Bail Court. 

1847.. 

Levy 

V. 

Drew. 



should tender the exact sum according as appears by the 
allocatur ; for if a party is to be at liberty, of bis own 
accord, to strike out sums, he may strike out \0L as well 
as 4s.f and the other side may be thus brought into debt 
instead of having a balance, and moreover may dispute 
the supposed error. Therefore, as long as the allocatur 
remains, it must be taken to be for the correct sum, and 
final ; and if there be a mistake, as it is alleged there was 
in this case, the party should nevertheless have tendered 
the sum according to the allocatur, or he should have 
applied in the proper quarter to have had the error set 
right. I consider, therefore, that the interlocutory judg- 
ment was irregular. 

Rule absolute. 



Nov. 18 & 22. The Queen on the Prosecution of Rogers against 

Grimshaw. 



A coroner 
appointed 
under the 5 &6 
fFm. 4, c. 76, 



AN information, in the nature of a quo warranto, for 

exercising the office of coroner for the borough of 

^ M *^ 'T'al ^^9^^f having been filed against the defendant in Easter 

Corporation 
Act,) is not 
a corporate 
officer within 
the meaning 
of the 9 Anjte, 
c. 20, and 
therefore the 
relator in a 



Term, 1846, several issues were raised, which were after- 
wards tried, and a special verdict returned. The case 
having afterwards (in Trinity Term, 1847,) been argued, 
the Court of Queen's Bench directed judgment for the 
Crown to be entered on the first and fourth issues (the 
quo warranto, ujaterial ones\ and for the defendant on the second and 

in wbicb judg- ' ' 

ment has been 

given for the 

Crown against the defendant for exercising such office of coroneri is not entitled to bis costs 

from the defendant under the latter act. 
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third (a). The judgment containing the usual award of 
costs^ the prosecutor proceeded to tax his costs accord- 
ingly, when on its being objected, on the part of the 
defendant, that the prosecutor was not entitled to any 
costs, inasmuch as the ofSce of coroner is not within the 
9 Anne^ c. ^0 (the statute giving costs in such cases), the 
Master suspended his taxation to give the defendant 
an opportunity of applying on the subject to a Judge. 
Application was accordingly made to Mr. Baron Platte 

* 

at Chambers, but his Lordship referred the parties to the 
Court. Cowling accordingly, early in the present Term, 
obtained a rule, calling upon the prosecutor to shew 
cause why so much of the judgment as awards costs >to 
be paid by the defendant to the relator should not be 
set aside, and why the taxation should not be stayed, 
' citing Ilex v. Williams (b) ; Rex v. Wallis (c) ; Rex v. 
Hall (d), and Rex v. M^Kay {e). # 



Bail Court. 

1847. 

The Queen 

V. 

Gbimshaw. 



Martin^ Q. C, and Pickering shewed cause. This 
case will depend upon the construction to be put upon 
the 9 Anne^ c. ^0 (/). If the defendant is a corporate 

(a) See the Queen t. Grimihawt 16 Law J., Q. B. 385. 

<b) 1 Burr. 402. 

(c) 5 T. R. 375. 

(rf) 1 B. & C. 237* 

(«) 6 B. & C. 640. 

(/) The material sections of this act are as foUows : — 

Sect. 1. ** Whereas divers persons have of late illegally intruded them- 
selves into, and have taken upon themselves to execute the o£Bces of mayors, 
bailifl&, portreeves, and other offices within cities, towns corporate, boroughs, 
and places within that part of Great Britain called England and Wales j 
and where such offices were annual offices, it hath been found very difficult, 
if not impracticable, by the laws now in being, to bring to a trial and deter- 
mination the right of such persons to the said offices within the compass of 
the year ; and where such offices were not annual offices, it hath been 
found difficult to try and determine the right of such persons to such 

L 2 



Not. 1». 
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BaU Cottrt. of&cer Within the meaning of that act, it is clear that the 

^^''* relator is entitled to his costs. Before the passing of the 

The QuEiM 5&6 Wm. 4, c. 76 (the Municipal Corpoi'ation Act), the 

Ojumshaw. Mayor of Wigan was, by charter, also the coroner of that 

borough, so that at that time there is no doubt the coroner 

offices before they had done divers acts in their said offices prejudicial to 
the peace, order, and good government within sach cities, towns corporate, 
boroughs, and places wherein they have respectively acted: And whereas 
divers persons, who had a right to such offices, or to be burgesses or 
freemen of such cities, towns corporate, boroughs or places, have either 
been illegally turned out of the same, or have been refused to be admitted 
thereto, having in many of the said cases no other remedy to procure them- 
selves to be respectively admitted or restored to their said offices or 
franchises, of being burgesses or freemen than by writs of mandamus, the 
proceedings of which are very dilatory and expensive, whereby great 
mischiefs have already ensued, and more are likely to ensue if not timely 
prevented. For remedy whereof be it enacted, That from and after the 
first day of Trinity Term, in the year of our Lord one thousand seven 
hundred and eleven, where any writ of mandamus shall issue out of the 
Court of ^.een's Bench, the Courts of sessions of counties palatine, or out 
of any of the Courts of grand sessions in Waks^ in any of the cases afore- 
said, such person or persons who by the laws of this realm are required to 
make a return to such writ of mandamus, shall make his or their return to 
the first writ of mandamus.** 

Sect. 5 enacts, ** That from and after the said first day of Trinity Term, 
in case any person or persons against whom any information or informations, 
in the nature of a quo warranto, shall in any of the said cases be exhibited 
in any of the said Courts, shall be found or adjudged guilty of an usurpation 
or intrusion into, or unlawfully holding and executing any of the said 
offices or franchises, it shall and may be lawful to and for the said Courts 
respectively as well to give judgment of ouster against such person or 
persons, of and from any of the said offices or franchises, as to fine such 
person or persons respectively for his or their usurping, intruding into, or 
unlawfully holding and executing any of the said offices or franchises ; and 
also, it shall and may be lawful to and for the said Courts respectively to 
give judgment, that the relator or relators in such information named, shall 
recover his or their costs of such prosecution; and if judgment shall be 
given for the defendant or defendants in such information, he or they for 
whom such judgment shall be given, shall recover his or their costs therein 
expended against such relator or relators, such costs to be levied in manner 
aforesMd." 
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was a corporate officer. This act, however, has made the Bail Court. 
coroner a distinct officer, and has vested the appointment *° *' 
in the Town Council ; for, by sect. 62, it is enacted, " that The Queen 
the council of every borough in which a separate Court GaiMaHAw. 
of quarter sessions of the peace shall be holden, as is 
hereinafter provided, shall, within ten days next after the 
grant of the said Coui*t shall have been signified to the 
council of such borough, appoint a fit person, not being 
an alderman or councillor, to be coroner of such borough, 
so long as he shall well behave himself in his office of 
coroner." The section then goes on to enact, that no one 
shall take any inquisition which belongs to the coroner, 
but the coroner himself, and that his fees and expenses 
shall be paid out of the borough fund ; and by the 1 VicL 
c. 68, s. 3, he is to lay his accounts before the council. 
The office of coroner, therefore, is one essentially of a 
corporate nature, as it arises from the appointmenl* of the 
corporation, is paid for out of the corporate funds, and 
has jurisdiction within the boi'ough only. The cases 
cited on the other side only shew this, that the office, to 
be within the 9 jinne, c. 20, must be both an office within 
a corporate borough and a corporate office. In Rex v. 
Williams (a), it was held that the Judge of a borough 
Court of Record was not a corporate officer, and there- 
fore not within the statute, and that was clearly so, and 
not analogous to the present case. So in Rex v. Wallis (fi) 
it was held, that the constable of Birmingham was not an 
officer within the act, as it was not an office within a cor- 
poration, Birmingham not being a corporate town at the 
time. Then, in Rex v. Hall (c), which was a question 
as to whether or not the office of registrar and clerk of the 

(a) 1 Burr. 402. (6) 5 T. B. 375. Cc) 1 B. & C. 237. 
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Baa Court. Court of Requests, which was created by statute in the 
^"^*' city of Bristol, was a corporate office, and the Court held 
The Queen that it was not, and indeed there could be but little doubt 
CrRiMSHAw. of its uot bciug such an office; and in Rex v. M'Kay (a), 
the decision turned entirely upon the fact that the tiffice 
of bailiff of Stockbridge was not an office within a cor- 
porate borough, so that none of these cases bear otherwise 
upon the subject than to shew that the office must be in 
a city or corporate borough, and be a corporate office. 
Wigan being a corporate borough, the only question is 
whether or not the office is a corporate one. It is clear 
that a recorder is a corporate officer, and it is difficult 
to perceive any distinction in principle between that office 
and the office of coroner ; Com* Dig* tit. ** Office^ G ; 
tit. ^* Franchise,'* let F. All the duties of the coroner 
are of a municipal character, and he is essentially con- 
nected with the corporation. As it would be desirable 
to take the opinion of a Court of Error upon the subject, 
if this Court has any doubt of the office being a corporate 
one, it will be well to decide in favour of the relator, upon 
which decision error can be brought, 

CowUng, in support of the rule. The office of coroner, 
as established by the 5 & 6 TFm* 4, c. 76, s. 62, cannot 
be considered as a corporate office, since by the very 
terms of that section it is only in the event of a Court of 
quarter sessions being granted that any borough coroner 
is at all to be appointed ; and in boroughs in which. there 
is no such grant, the county coroner has jurisdiction. So 
that the very existence of the office of borough coroner 
depends upon the accident of there being a grant of a 
Court of quarter sessions, which clearly shews that the 

(») 6 B. & C. 640. 
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coroner is not a corporate officer, as the corporation is •^««' ^^'*^- 

complete in itself without him. Indeed the coroner need 1__ 

not be a person in any way connected with the borough, '^^ Qomn 
as it is competent to the Town Council to appoint a Gbimshaw. 
perfect stranger ; his duties moreover shew that his office 
is not a corporate one, as he has to hold inquest, not 
merely upon the members of the body corporate, but 
upon all the Queen's subjects within the limits for which 
he acts, and he has to make, by section 63, a return to 
one of the Secretaries of State of the cases in which he 
has held his inquests. A borough coroner is no more a 
corporate officer than a police constable, who, like the 
coroner, is appointed by the council, and paid out of the 
borough fund, or a schoolmaster, or a rector of a cor- 
porate living. If a borough coroner is a corporate officer, 
so would be the county coroner where no borough coroner 
has been appointed; JRex v. Richardson (a), in which the 
party was portreeve of Penryn, is another case similar to 
those already cited, in which the Court held that he was 
not a corporate officer. 

Cur. adv. vulL 

Patteson, J. I have looked at the acts of Parlia- Nov. 22. 
ment, and the various cases upon this subject, and 
whatever question there may have been formerly, when 
the office of Mayor and Coroner of Wigan were united in 
the same person, as to whether or not, under those circum- 
stances the coroner was a corporate officer, I am not now 
called upon to determine. Indeed, formerly, the question 
could not very well have arisen, because whatever defect 
there may have been in the office of coroner, would 

(a) 9 East, 469. 



L 
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Bail Court, equally have applied to the mayor. But the Municipal 
^^*^' Corporation Act (5 & 6 Wm. 4f, c. 76), destroyed the 
e Queen character of borough coroners, because it provides that 

Grimshaw. ^here there is a grant of a Court of quarter sessions, a 
coroner may be appointed by the town council, and 
where no such coroner has been appointed, the county 
coroner shall have jurisdiction. The question is there- 
fore, whether a borough coroner is or is not a corporate 
of&cer. It seems to me that the coroner is an officer of 
the Crown, and not of the corporation ; his duties have 
reference to the Crown, and although he is appointed by 
the corporation, yet he is essentially an officer of the Crown: 
I think, therefore, that he is not a corporate officer within 
the meaning of the statute, and, therefore, that the relator 
is not entitled to costs. I was asked not to mals:e this 
rule absolute, but to leave the defendant to his writ of 
error, but I think as I have a strong opinion upon the 
subject, I ought not to adopt such a course, particularly 
as my judgment will be just as much a ground of error, 
as though I decided the other way. I feel myself bound 
to make this rule absolute. 

Rule absolute. 
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Bail Court, 
1847. 



The Queen against The Justices of Lancashire, ^q^- ^^- 
[BuTLEY against Ashton-under-Lyne.] 

T^HIS was a rule, calling upon the justices of Lancet An order of 

■- 11 removal was 

shire to shew cause why a mandamus should not made on the 

_ , 2nd of Sep' 

issue, directing them to enter continuances and hear an tember, 1846, 
appeal between the inhabitants of the township of Butley^ of apical ^ 
Cheshire f and the inhabitants of the parish of Ashton- ^rvel the" 
under-Lyne^ Lancashire, touching the settlement of ^'^^^''^Tx 
Elizabeth Leonard and her three children. the ensuing 

Michadnuu 
sessions an 
aoDeal was 

Townsend shewed cause, and cited Reg. v. The Justices entered and 
of Montgomeryshire (a) ; Rex. v. The Justices of Somer- ^^^ sahae- 

seisnire \p). ^^^^ sessions, 

an application 
was made for a 

Pashley, contra, citing King v, Simmonds (c) ; Reg. v. further respite. 

to the Easter 

The Justices of London (d) ; Rex v. Kimbolton (e). sessions, on 

the ground 
r^ 1 1. that the appeU 

Cur. adv. VulL j^nts had not 

been enabled 

(a) 14 L. J. M. C. 142 ; 2 Nolan. 619, 526. *? p*f "**®- 
^ ' .If ^^ witness 

(b) 2 B. C. R. 62 ; 2 New Sess. Ca. 645, S. C. until the 24th 

(c) 7 Q. B. 289. of December, 

(d) 2 New Sess. Ca. 410. quentir'oo 

(e) 6 A. & E. 603. late to give 

notice of ap- 
peal, and no notice in fact having been given. The sessions directed the appellants to give 
the other side notice of the application, and to renew it on a subsequent day, which was 
accordingly done, when the respondents objected to the appeal being further respited, on the 
ground that as no notice of appeal had been given, the sessions had no functions further to 
respite ; it was, however, agreed by the parties, that the appeal should be respited to the 
Easter sessions, upon payment of the costs of the day, without prejudice to the objection 
taken by the respondents. Before the Easter sessions, notice and gprounds of appeal were 
duly served, and on the appeal being called on, the respondents renewed their objection, and 
the sessions, thinking the objection sufficient, dismissed the appeal. 

Hdd, on a motion for a mandamus to enter continuances and hear, that it was a matter 
within the discretion of the sessions to have further respited or not, but that as they refused to 
hear the appeal on the ground that they had no power to respite, and as it appeared that if they 
had thougnt that they had the power they would have respited, they were wrong, and the 
rule for the mandamus was made absolute. 
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Bail Court, The facts of the case fully appear by the judgment, 
1847. which was now delivered by 



The Queen 

V. 

The Justices PattesoNi J. This was an application for a man- 

of 

Lancashire, damus to enter continuances and hear an appeal. The 
facts appear to be simply these. There was an order of 
removal on the 2nd of September^ 1846, and that was 
sent to the overseers of the parish to which the pauper 
was to be removed on the 5th. It appears that they did 
not take advantage of the act of Parliament, or give any 
answer ; accordingly the pauper was actually removed on 
the 26th. There was time enough to have appealed at 
the next sessions which were held on the 19th October^ 
but the appellants were not bound to have done so, and 
they did not. They however entered and respited their 
appeal at those sessions, and so far all was perfectly 
correct. It then appears that without any notice of 
appeal to the opposite side, and without any notice that 
they intended to make a fresh application to the Epiphany 
sessions, they applied to those sessions on the first day 
to have a further respite until the Easter sessions, and 
that they did, on the grounds stated in their affidavits, by 
which they shewed that the pauper, who was a married 
woman, had been removed to her maiden settlement, and 
that her husband had absconded, and they were not able 
to find where he was, notwithstanding their inquiries, 
and did not apprehend him until the 24th of December, 
too late to give notice of appeal for the Epiphany 
sessions. The Court of quarter sessions appear to 
have thought that it was not reasonable that they should 
respite the appeal, unless they had an opportunity of 
hearing the objection made on the part of the respon- 
dents. Now I apprehend that the Court of quarter 
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sessions at their Epiphany sessions had a perfect right, Bail Court 

if they had thought fit, to further respite the appeal until 1__ . 

the Easter sessions. They certainly had the power to ^® ^^"^^ 
do so, but were not bound so to exercise it, unless they '^^ Justices 
thought fit. It was not a matter of right on the part of Lancashire. 
the appellants, but of discretion with the Court. The 
sessions thought it was not reasonable to make the order 
without hearing the other side, and directed notice to be 
given to them, and the application was to be renewed on 
a later day in the sessions. Upon that day the respon- 
dents appeared, and they urged that the Court had no 
power to adjourn the appeal, because no notice of appeal 
was given. It appears they discussed the matter, and 
after considering the afiidavits, they came to the con- 
clusion, by consent of all parties (as it is stated), that 
the appeal should be respited until the following Easter 
sessions on payment of the costs of the day, and that that 
should be without prejudice to taking the same objection 
at the Easter sessions, as they were then taking. Then 
came the Easter sessions, and it appears that between 
the two sessions, notice and grounds of appeal were 
given, and every thing was quite correct, supposing the 
appeal could have been respited. At the Easter sessions 
it was urged, on the part of the respondents, that notice of 
appeal was only given on the £Oth of March, and it was 
argued that the Court had no authority to respite. The 
Court were of that opinion, and accordingly refused to 
hear the appeal. I have carefiiUy looked into all the 
matters, and it seems to me that I must take it that the 
quarter sessions at the Epiphany sessions were willing in 
their discretion to respite the appeal further till the 
Easter sessions, but entertained a doubt whether they 
had the power, because there was no notice. I appre- 
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BaU CowrL hend they bad that power, although there was no notice, 

and I think the circumstances shew, that if they were 

The Queen gajigfi^^j ^jj^y ^^ f\^^ power, they would have exercised 

The Justices (.jj^jy discretion by respiting the appeal, and I think it is 

J4ANCASHIBE« also clcor that at the quarter sessions, no question was 

raised as to their discretion, but as to their power only, 

and therefore I think the Easter sessions have determined 

wrong in imagining they had no power, which they 

clearly had* The rule therefore for a mandamus must 

be made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 



Nov. 2 & 3. Ex parte Barnes. 



Where an TJNTHANK applied, on behalf of a Mr. Barnes, for 

attorney who • • x i.* i. f x«/» ^ ^ 

had ceased to permission to him to renew his certificate at once, 

r!^ew^his"cer- ^^^ without waiting Until the expiration of the present 

Kven\ ^jLn, Term. It appeared on aflSdavit, that Mr. Barnes having 

gave the \^qq^ regularly admitted an attorney of this Court in 

notices pro- o j -^ • 

vided for by 1836, took out his Certificate for that year, but has never 

R. G., E.Xm • 1 • 1 

1846, whereby sincc renewed it, and has not practised in the mean time, 

been at liberty It further appeared that all the requisites required by the 

newSllT R- G. E. T. 1846 (a), had been complied with, whereby 

thrv^tion Mr. Barnes would be entitled to renew his certificate in 

Tem^'^'li^d *® Vacation of the present Term. The ground upon 

to the Court which the application was made was, that Mr. Barnes 

to be permitted 

to renew his had an advantageous partnership ofiered him, which it 

certificate at . i . i i i i 

once, on the was of great importance to him he should enter into at 

ground (ex- 

pliuned) that it ^^^ g^ ^^ ^ ^^j ^53 

was of great ^ "^ 

importance to 

him to be at once so permitted ; the Court refused the application, as the permission sought 

would entirely defeat the object of the rule. 
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once. [PaUeso7h J. I doubt whether or not I have any 
power to interfere. The object of the rule is, that there 
should be an opportunity for inquiry into the propriety 
of the re-admission, and if I grant this application, I 
entirely defeat that object]. The rule contains no nega- 
tive words, and this Court has often dispensed with 
notices under somewhat similar circumstances. In Ex 
parte Blunt (a), the Court allowed an attorney's name to 
be inserted in the list of applicants, although he had 
failed to comply properly with the rule. [Patteson^ J. 
That was only a dispensation of a previous notice, and 
there was still time for all necessary inquiries]. So also 
Ex parte French (6). [Patteson, J. That case is also 
upon a somewhat similar footing]. There is also a case 
of Ex parte fVeymouth not reported (c), which is very 
similar to the present one, and in which the application 
was granted. 



Bail CoHTt, 

1847. 

Ex parte 
Barnes. 



Patteson, J. If I dispense with the observance of 
this rule, and grant your application, I shall be defeating 
the very object that it was meant to ensure, namely, that 
parties might have an opportunity of coming to oppose 
the renewal of the certificate. I will, however, inquire 
into the case of Ex parte Weymouth. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

His Lordship said he had ascertained the facts of the 
case in Ex parte Weymouth^ and thought they did not 
apply to the present one, and that he was sorry he could 
not interfere, but believed he had no power to do so. 

Application refused. 



Nov. 3. 



(a) 5l>owl. 23K 



(6) 5 Dowl. 374. {c) See awU, p. 102. 
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Bail Court* 

18*7. 



Nov. 25. Watkins and Others against Tarpley, Clerk. 



trator to 
indorse an 
amount of in- 
terest upon 
his writ of 
sequestrari 
facias, which 
issued before 
the operation 
of the 1 & 2 
VicL c. 110, 
which by 
sect. 17 gives 
creditors 
interest upon 



The Court T[^HIS was a rule, calling upon the Bishop of Peter^ 

refused to per- •■■ i i i i i i 

mitaseques- hoTOugh to shew cause why he should not make a 

return of what he had levied^ under the writ of sequestra- 
tion in this action^ and what he claims to deduct for the 
costs and charges attending the levy; and also calling 
upon the said bishop, and the defendant, to shew cause 
why the said writ of sequestrari facias should not be 
handed to the plaintiffs or their attorney, in order that the 
claim for interest upon the said judgment, since the first 
day of October, 1838, may be indorsed thereon. The 

^bte M^^"* facts upon which the rule was obtained were as follows. 

«> doi^ ^^' The plaintiffs, in the year 1834, having obtained judg- 
ment against the defendant, who was a beneficed 
clergyman, issued a sequestration to the bishop of the 
diocese to sequester the profits of his living, which 
sequestration remains not wholly satisfied. In the year 
1838, the 1 & S Vict. c. 1 10, passed, giving creditors a 
right to interest on their judgment debts, and which act 
came into operation on the 1st of October in the same year, 
and by sect. 17, enacts, '^that every judgment debt shall 
carry interest, at the rate of four pounds per centum per 
annum, from the time of entering up judgment, or from 
the time of the commencement of this act in cases of 

lO^er 1838, judgments then entered up, and carrying interest until 

thei&2Frc*. jjjg g^Qjg gjj^jj jjg satisfied, and sucK interest may be 

c. IIU, came • •^ 

into operation, 

which by sect. 17 gave judgment creditors a right to interest on their judgment debts from 
that time in cases of judgments entered up before then. In 1839 ano£er sequestration 
issued at the suit of oUier parties. Upon an application of the first sequestrators, that the 
bishop should hand over the writ of sequestrari facias to the plaintiff, or their attorneys, that 
the amount of interest from October, 1838, might be indorsed thereon, the Court refused to 
make such an order. 

Qtt. Whether, under such circumstances, the plaintiffs were entitled to have the amount of 
interest levied without such indorsement. 



sequestrators 
would be pre- 
iudiced by 
having satisfac- 
tion of their 
judgments 
postponed. 
In 1834, 
plfunti& 
having ob- 
tained judg- 
ment against 
a beneficed 
clergyman, 
issued a se- 
questration to 
Uie bishop of 
hb diocese to 
sequester the 
profits of his 
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levied under a writ of execution on such judgment** In 
December of the following year, another sequestration 
issued at the suit of another creditor, which sequestration 

also remains in force and unsatisfied at this time. 

• 

Bovill, on the part of the Bishop oi Peterborough^ shewed 
cause. The object of this rule is to enable the plaintiffs 
to take advantage of the 1 & 2 VicL c. 110, s. 17, and 
obtain an indorsement upon the writ, so that eleven years* 
amount of interest may be levied, and although this would 
be a harmless proceeding if there were no other creditors, 
yet as there is actually another sequestration waiting to 
be satisfied, it would be an act of unfairness to them to 
permit this indorsement, as by that means the satisfaction 
of their claims would be postponed. 

AspinaU shewed cause for the defendant The de^ 
fendant is interested in the speedy liquidation of his 
debts, and this application will have the effect of postponing 
it ; besides if the act gives a right to interest, it may be 
that the plaintiffs are entitled to the amount without any 
indorsement ^ 
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Bail Court, 
1847. 

Watkins 
and Others 

V 

Tabflet. 



Phipson^ in support of the rule. No doubt if this ap- 
plication is granted, it will have the effect df displacing 
the subsequent sequestrators, but the plaintiffs claim 
under the authority of an act of Parliament passed 
subsequently to the issuing of his sequestration, the 
language of which is very express. The act clearly 
intended that creditors, situated as the plaintiffs are, should 
have interest upon their judgments ; a new right was by this 
act conferred upon the plaintiffs, and this is the proper 
mode to avail themselves of it If they had issued their 
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sequestration after the passing of the act, without indorsing 
the claim for interest, it would have been their own 
default, and, perhaps, they would not have been entitled to 
this rule, but as it is, the plaintiffs are no way in default, 
and the other creditors have no right to object. 



Erle, J. I feel ' it to be my duty not to grant this 
application, since the indorsement would have the effect of 
increasing the amount of the plaintiffs' claim, and so be 
extremely prejudicial to the other creditors. It would be 
extrajudicial to pronounce an opinion whether or not the 
bishop has at present any authority to levy the amount of 
interest, but I think that to make the indorsement which 
has been asked for would be in effect to issue a new writ, 
and I think I should not be doing justice to the other 
creditors of the defendant, as the satisfaction of the debts 
of the subsequent sequestrators would be considerably 
postponed. And I have the less scruple as to refusing 
this application, because it appears, that when the 1 & 2 
VicU c. 110, passed, ther.e was no other sequestration in 
existence, and it was not until a considerable time after- 
wards, that there was any other sequestration upon the 
defendant's living, so that at that time there could have 
been no difficulty in the plaintiffs' issuing a new writ 
indorsed foi* the interest. I must, therefore, leave the 
plaintiffs to get the interest in any way they may be 
advised they can. As regards the first part of the rule, 
the plaintiffs are of course entitled to that. 



Rule absolute on the first branch of the rule, and 
discharged as to the remainder. 
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TPHIS was a rule, calling upon the plaintiff to shew In June, 1844, 

"■• , , . ^ . ,./.'.■, the defendant 

cause why the writ of capias ad satisfaciendum, upon was arrested 

which the defendant is detained in the custody of the the plaintiff on 

keeper of the Queen's prison, should not be set aside for ahJagment, 

irregularity, with costs, and why the defendant should JJ^the^Quiwn's 

not be discharged out of custody as to this action. ^h ^\ ?" 

It appeared, that on the 27th of June, 1844, the September foU 

lowing, having 

defendant was arrested, at the suit of the plaintifi^ on a filed his peti- 
ca« sa. for the sum of 43/. 13«., and that on the 9th of duie in the 
September following he filed his petition in the Court of Bankruptcy, 
Bankruptcy, under the provisions of the 5 & 6 Pwt. Pj^S^.'^** 
c. 116, and the 7 & 8 Fict. c. 96, wherein he inserted ^.t^^T"^ 

' c. 1 1 o, ana 

the debt and costs of the plaintiff, and obtained his the 7 & 8. Viet. 

^ ' c. 96, he 

interim order. On the 16th of October following (being obuincdhis 

interim order, 

then at large under his interim order,) he went up to be and was re- 
heard and examined, and that, upon that occasion, being custody. On 
opposed by a creditor of the name of Smith, the commis- oltobery he 
sioner refused to name a day for granting his final order. courtto*be 
Upon this, the defendant left the Court, and remained lieard and 

*^ examined, 

at large until the 28lh of August, 1847, when he was when the com- 

" missioner, 

being of opinion 
that one of his debts was contracted in fraud, indoFsed on his schedule, pursuant to sect 24 
of the 7 & 8 Vict, c. 96, a refusal to name a day for his final order. Upon this the 
defendant, who was not then in custody, left the Court, and remained at large until the 28th 
of Auffust, 1847, when he was again taken at the suit of the present plaintiff, upon another 
ca. sa. upon the same judgment. 

Held, on motion to discharge the defendant out of custody, first, that as the defendant's 
interim order had expired, and no final order had been made, the plaintiff was at liberty again 
to take him in execution upon his unsatisfied judgment ; secondly, that it was perfectly 
regular to do so by a second ca. sa. ; thirdly, that as a writ of execution had issued within a 
year of the judgment being signed, it was not necessary to have issued a sci. fa. before issuing 
the second ca. sa. ; and, fouHhly, that under the provisions of sect. 24 of the 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 96, the commissioner could have remanded the insolvent into custody. 

Qlf. Whether such second writ of ca. sa. need be a special writ reciting the particular 
circumstances of the case ? 

YOL. TI. M 
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BaU Court, arrested again, at the suit of the present plaintiff, upon 

! — another ca. sa. for the same debt of 43/. ISs. The second 

writ of ca. sa. was in the ordinary form, and the original 
judgment had not been revived by scire facias. On the 
9th of September last the defendant took out a summons, 
calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause why he should 
not be discharged out of the custody of the sheriff of 
Middlesex, on the ground of irregularity, he, the defend- 
ant, having been previously taken in execution for the 
same debt, and discharged by consent of the plaintiff's 
attorney; and upon the hearing, Mr. Justice Williams 
refused to make any order. On the following 16th of 
September, the defendant took out another summons, 
calling upon the plaintiff to shew cause why the writ of 
ca. sa. should not be set aside for irregularity, with costs, 
and why he, the defendant, should not be discharged out 
of custody, he having been arrested in the year 1844, 
and confined in prison for the same debt upon which he 
was then detained, and having been discharged from the 
former custody by reason of an interim order after the 
filing of his schedule, and the plaintiff's attorney having 
taken a new security for the said debt, which summons, 
on the hearing, was dismissed, with costs. The defend- 
ant, in his afiidavit upon which the rule was obtained, 
stated, that on the morning of the 16th of October, being 
the day upon which he was to go before the commissioner, 
an agreement was entered into between himself and his 
creditors, whose names were annexed to it, the plaintiff's, 
by his attorney, being amongst them, whereby they con- 
sented to the defendant's paying into the hands of the 
provisional assignee a certain sum per month, in liquida- 
tion of his debts, and covenanted to execute any further 
act or document necessary to carxy into effect the said 
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agreement; and that he, the defendant, was shortly after ^**^ ^'^'*' 
finally discharged out of custody " by the effect and ope- 
ration, at the time of the dismissal of this deponent's 
petition, of the agreement between the deponent and his 
detaining creditors.'' The paper referred to as an agree- 
ment was not stamped, neither was it under seal or signed 
by the defendant. The plaintiff's attorney, in his affidavit 
in explanation of the facts relating to the agreement, 
stated, that he was induced to sign the agreement on 
behalf of the plaintiff, on the assurance of the defendant 
that the whole of his creditors would consent, and that 
the commissioner would make an order according to the 
terms of the agreement, but he denied that the agreement 
was to be binding on the parties signing it, but was 
merely given as an expression of their consent to the 
terms, provided the commissioner should deem it fit to 
make an order upon the defendant to its effect, and that 
nothing has, in fact, ever been paid by the defendant 
pursuant to the said agreement By the affidavit of one 
James Martindale it appeared, that he did, on the 20th 
of September, 1847, search at the Court of Bankruptcy 
the schedule filed by the defendant in September , 1844, 
and that there appeared an indorsement by the commis- 
sioner as follows: '^ Petition jidmifinod ; Mr. Smith's 
debt being contracted in fraud, day refused for final 
order :" and that the word " dismissed" was struck out in 
the manner described. On moving for the present rule, 
no mention was made of the two previous applications 
to a Judge at Chambers. 

This rule was obtained on three grounds ; first, that the 
taking the defendant in execution on the second ca. sa. 
was a violation of the agreement entered into; second, 
that the second writ 'was bad in form, as it should have 

M 2 
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Baa Court, been an alias or a special writ for the occasion^ and third, 

*' that the judgment being more than a year old, it should 

Parker jj|^yg jj^^^ revived by scire facias. 



V, 

Bayley. 



BoviU shewed cause. The defendant was properly taken 
again in execution on the second ca. sa. The difficulty 
in the case arose from the circumstance of the defendant, 
when he went before the commissioner on the 16th of 
October^ 1844, not having been remanded into custody, 
and his having again gone at large. And it is clear, from 
the proviso of the 6th section of the 7 & 8 Fict, c. 96, 
that on the expiration of the insolvent's interim order, he 
was liable to be again taken in execution. That section, 
after providing for the insolvent's discharge from custody 
upon obtaining his interim order, says, ^' provided always, 
that after the time allowed by any such interim order, or 
any renewal thereof, (as the case may be,) shall have 
elapsed, such petitioner shall not, by such discharge, be 
protected from being again taken in execution upon such 
judgment, but such judgment shall remain in full force 
and effect notwithstanding such discharge." This matter 
has been twice before a Judge at Chambers, and that fact 
is not noticed in the affidavits upon which this rule was 
obtained. [Patteson, J. The chief ground upon which 
the rule was moved for was, that the petition having been 
dismissed, in consequence of an arrangement between the 
parties for payment of the debts by instalments, it was a 
breach of that agreement again to take the defendant in 
execution.] The agreement was not a binding one ; it 
was not even signed by the defendant, and was intended 
merely as a proposal for the consideration of the com- 
missioner. But, in truth, it was never acted upon, for 
the commissioner dismissed the petition on the ground 
of fraud, or rather he refused to name a day for making 
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the final order, pursuant to the 24th section of the act (a). 
The agreement, therefore, if it ever was a binding docu- 
ment, amounted to nothing, inasmuch as it never was 
acted upon, and the commissioner dealt with the case as 
one of fraud. Secondly, the ca. sa. was in the proper 
form. This particular execution is entirely a creature 
of the statute, and the ordinary rules applicable to exe- 
cutions will not apply. An alias ca. sa. would have 
been inapplicable here, because the first ca. sa. had been 
actually executed ; there could have been no return : 
but still some effect must be given to the statute which 
enables a creditor, after the expiration of the interim 
order, again to take his debtor in execution. Thirdly, as 
an execution had actually issued upon the judgment 
within the year, no scire facias was necessary. The 
defendant is not entitled to come to the Court after two 
unsuccessful applications to a Judge at Chambers ; Goren 
v. T(Ue (6); Thompson v. Beck (c); Joynes v. Collin^ 
son (d). 

Charnocki in support of the rule. First, the second 
writ of ca. sa. was bad ; the first writ having been exe- 
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(a) Sect 24 provides, that if on the day of the first examination of the 
petitioner it shall appear to the commissioner that the debts of the petitioner 
or any of them, were contracted by any manner of fraud or breach of trust, 
&C., the commissioner shall not be authorized in any such case to name any 
day for making such final order, or to renew such interim order; and in 
every such case where any such petitioner shall have been a* prisoner in 
execution, and discharged out of custody by order of the commissioner, 
under the provisions herein in that behalf contained, such petitioner shall be 
remanded by an order of the commissioner to his former custody, but if none 
of the matters aforesaid shall so appear, and the commissioner shall be satisfied 
that the petitioner has made a full discovery of his estate, effects, debts, and 
credits, it shall then be lawful for the commissioner to canse notice to be 
given that on a certain day to be named therein, he will proceed to make 
such final order unless cause be shewn to the contrary. 

(6) 7 M. & W. 142. (c) 4 Q. B. 759. 

(d) 2 Dowl. & L. 449. 
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Bail Court, cuted, it was spent, and no other could properly have 

^' issued afterwards ; the proper course for the plaintiff to have 

^^^ adopted would have been to have applied to the commis- 
Bayley. sioner to recommit the defendant to custody, as was done 
in Ex parte Partington (a) ; but if another ca« sa. could 
have issued, it ought to have been a special one, embodying 
a recital of the circumstances which had rendered it neces-? 
sary. At present, there are two writs of ca. sa* in the 
hands of the sheriff for the same amount, and into the 
same county. There certainly should have been a return 
to the first writ before the second was issued. Second, 
the judgment should* have been revived by scire facias, if 
intended to be acted upon, as the first ca. sa. is altogether 
passed over. Third, the agreement, though not signed 
by the defendant, was nevertheless binding upon the 
plaintiff, who volunta^ly assented to the proposition it 
contained. The present application is not the same as 
those made to the Judge at Chambers. 

Patteson, J. I feel no difficulty whatever in this 
case. It is clear upon the affidavits, that the insolvent's 
petition was not dismissed on the ground of the arrange- 
ment between the insolvent and his creditors ; for if it 
had been, it would have been a question whether it would 
have been right for this plaintiff to have issued a fresh 
writ of execution, even though the insolvent himself may 
not have been bound by the agreement. But that was 
not so : here was a proposition by the defendant to pay 
by instalments what was due, to which his creditors 
agreed; but it appears that this agreement was not signed 
by the defendant, so that there was nothing by which he 
was bound, and it amounted merely to a proposition to 
be suggested by the commissioner, with the view to dis- 

(a) 13 M. & W. 679. 
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posing of the case. The commissioner, however, did not 
act upon this, and therefore the word '' dismissed/' which 
had been indorsed on the petition, in expectation of this 
arrangement being carried out, was struck out, and the 
petition was indorsed with the words, ** final order 
refused on the ground of fraud ;" and, indeed, under the 
24fih section, the commissioner had, in case of fraud, no 
authority to make a final order. I think, however, that 
the commissioner, under that section, could have made an 
order to remand the insolvent, although he was not 
brought up in custody; for I think the efiect of that 
section is to give the commissioner a new power to order 
the insolvent into custody ; but although he might have 
done so, he did not in the present case, and the insolvent 
went at large. However, by the 6th section, it is provided, 
" That after the time allowed by any such interim order, 
or any renewal thereof (as the case may be) shall have 
elapsed, such petitioner shall not, by such discharge, be 
protected firom being again taken in execution upon such 
judgment, but such judgment shall remain in full force 
and efiect, notwithstanding such discharge." It has been 
said, that this act of Parliament has provided no means 
by which a defendant, under such circumstances, can be 
again taken into custody ; but it is clear thai it was the 
intention of the act that he should be again taken ; and 
where such intention appears, this Court will always 
lend its assistance to carry it into efiect. A party getting 
at. large in this way, is analogous to an escape ; supposing 
a person arrested escapes, no doubt he may again be 
taken, and he would so be taken by a fresh writ. There 
could not have been an alias writ in this case, for an alias 
writ only issues where no execution has been had upon 
the first writ. Nor was a^ scire facias necessary, because 
that is necessary only when execution has not been taken 
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Bail Court, out withiii a year. Bot here the execution was within a 

year ; and if it should be really necessary that the second 

^l^^^ writ should recite the former proceedings, that would in 
Bayley. (I1J3 ^iigg 1^ merely an irregularity; and as no excuse 
has been shewn why this application was not made before, 
the defendant is now too late. It appears, however, by 
the plaintiff's affidavits, that two applications have been 
made to a Judge at Chambers upon this subject, and 
dismissed. If, therefore, this is a mere irregularity, and 
it can be nothing more, the defendant is now precluded. 
But, upon the merits, I am clearly of opinion, that the 
case is within the proviso of the sixth section^ and that, 
as the interim order had expired, the defendant was again 
liable to be taken. It appears evident that it was not in 
consequence of the agreement that no final order was 
made by the commissioner, but because he was not 
satisfied with the conduct of the insolvent; and the act 
provides, that where there has been fraud, the commis- 
sioner shall have no power to make a final order. In 
that event there were two proceedings whrch may have 
been adopted, — the commissioner may have made an 
order for bis remand, or the creditor may have issued 
another execution. And I find by the 28ih section, 
that the commissioner may at a future time, after refiising 
the final order, make another order to protect the insol- 
vent from further imprisonment, which goes very far to 
shew that such a proceeding as this is perfectly regular. 
It seems to me, therefore, that a creditor had a right to 
pursue this remedy under the sixth section, and that 
there is no irregularity in the proceedings ; and that even 
if there were any. irregularity, the defendant cannot come 
to this Court after two unsuccessful applications to a 
Judge at Chambers. The case otEx parte Partington (a) 

(o) 13 M. & W. 679. 
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is not precisely in pointy but it shews that the commis- ^***' ^^'•'• 

sidner might, if he had chosen, have made an order to 1__ 

remand or retake the insolvent ; that, however, be did „, 

not do. Under all the circumstances I think the rule ^'^'^'^^• 
must be discharged, and, as it is an appeal from a Judge 
at Chambers, with costs. 

Rule discharged, with costs. 



Ex parte Temple r. Nov. 19& 23. 

ON a former day Bramwell obtained a writ of habeas A writ of 

VF " habeas corpus 

corpus, directed to a Mr. Hutchons, Commanding him issued, at the 

instance of its 

to bring into Court the body of Edward B. G. Preston, mother, to 
an infant, aged nine years, in order that he might be body of an 
delivered over to certain parties, pursuant to the terms ihieyeara. 
contained in a certain power of attorney, executed by his ^hewriUt" 
mother and step-father, in India, and by them transmitted appeared that 
to this country. ^^^ ^^^^ who 

resided in 

This was an application made to the Court on behalf /lu/mwitha 

_. . • 1 1 second hus- 

of a Mrs. Templer, a lady residing in India with her band (the step 
husband, to have her son (by a former husband, Mr. child), had 
Preston), who is an infant of nine years of age, taken ^ecuted a 
from the custody of a gentleman of the name oiHutchons, P°^®^ 7!,^*°'' 
who has had the care of him for some time past, and *"^ directed it 

* to certain 

given into the charge of a Mrs. Allen, and for this pur- persons in this 

country^ 

pose, she had, with her present husband, Mr. Templer, authonzinff 
executed a power of attorney in India, and forwarded it to possession of 

the infant, who 
was in the care and custody of certun guardians appointed by its grandmother, who had left 
it certain property. The mother had corresponded with the guardians of the child, and 
expressed her satisfaction at the way in which it was treated, and it did not appear that she 
had ever expressed, or that there was any reason for, any dissatisfaction on her part as to the 
way in whicn the child was brought up. Under these circumstances this Court refused to 
make any order to change the custody of the child, and discharged the rule. 
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Bail Court. England. The facts of the case, as disclosed by the 

_ /^ aflSdavits used in moving for, and shewing cause against 

Ex parte' ^j^g present rule, are so fully set out in the judgment of 
Mr. Justioe Pattesan, that it is deemed unnecessary to 
further set them out here. The present rule having been 

« 

obtained, 

Bovill now shewed cause. This is not the ordinary 
case of bringing up a person by habeas corpus, who is 
detained against his will; or, of an infant detained 
against the will of his parent The child was given into Mr. 
Hutchons^s custody by its natural guardian, his mother, 
and she has never expressed herself dissatisfied with the 
manner in which the child has been treated ; it is now 
sought to remove it from bis custody, and deliver it over 
to that of a person, who it is clear, by the affidavits, is 
unfit to have the charge of it. Mr. Hutchons is only 
anxious to keep the child to be enabled to do his duty 
by it, as he was appointed to do so by its grandmother, 
who left it its property, and whom he had promised he 
would do so on her death bed; under these circum- 
stances, this Court will make no order for changing the 
custody of the child, when it is evidentally for its advan- 
tage that it should remun where it is, unless the Court 
should feel itself compelled to do so, which it is submitted 
it will not do. This is not the case of an illegal restraint 
of the liberty of the infant ; no one even complains of the 
conduct of Mr. Hutchons towards it There is no strict 
legal right in any one to demand the child but the mother, 
and it is contended that she has no power to delegate 
that authority by power of attorney, or other means to a 
person in England, when she is residing in India; she 
would not have that power, even if she were residing 
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within the jurisdiction of the Court. No doubt if Mrs. Bail Conn, 
Templer were here in Court, and the child brought up ______ 

by habeas corpus, the Court would say that she was the ^^ P"** 

1 EMFUBB. 

proper person to whom it should be delivered, but what 
legal right is there in the Court to hand over the child to 
Mrs. Allen f How is the Court to know, that even if 
Mrs. Templer were here, and were made acquainted 
with the facts which are stated in the affidavits, whether 
she would still wish her child to be placed in the care 
and custody of Mrs. Allen f As it is, all the Court can 
do, is to set the child at liberty, and let him go where he 
will^ under the protection of an officer of the Court 
There is another point of view in which this case may be 
presented to the Court ; the child is an intelligent child, 
and has been brought here totally ignorant of the appli- 
cation which has been made to the Court, to take him 
from the custody of Mr. Hutchons, let him be placed on 
the floor of the Court, and ask him whether he will go 
witli Mrs. Allen, or return with Mr. Hutchons. There is 
a precedent for this course in cases where the child is of 
a sufficient age and intelligence to be able to exercise a 
discretion. In the case of Re Lloyd (a), the mother of 
an illegitimate child, a girl of between eleven and twelve 
years obtained a habeas corpus directed to the putative 
father to bring her up before the Court; on the child 
being produced in obedience to the writ, the Court 
declared that she might use her own discretion as to where 
she would go, and the child being unwilling to go with 
her mother, the Court would not permit the mother to 
take her by force, and on her attempting to do so sent 
one of the officers of the Court with the child for her 

(a) 3 M. & G. 547. 
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BaU Court. 
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protection. Tindal, C. J., in giving judgment in that case, 
and speaking of the age of the child, says, '* Had she 
been under seven years of age the Court would have 
said that she could exercise no discretion, but she is old 
enough to choose for herself, and therefore, we do not 
feel called on to exercise a discretion for her; if she is 
willing to go with her mother she may, but if she does so 
it must be her own free will, for no force shall be used/' 
In JB^ V. 6reenhUl{a) too. Lord Denman, C. J., says, 
** when an infant is brought before the Court by habeas 
corpus, if be be of age to exercise a choice, the Court 
leaves him to select where he will go." In the case now 
before the Court, the child is nine years of age and very 
well educated and intelligent, and therefore, it is sub- 
mitted, that as he is of an age to exercise a discretion in the 
matter, the Court will ascertain his wishes on the subject 
of the custody he is to be confided to, and carry out those 
views : first, then we say, the child is not detained against 
his will ; second, he is above the age when the law pre- 
sumes no discretion ; and third, if a discretion is to be 
exercised by the Court there is no other person who can 
properly retain the child but Mr. HutchonSf who has 
in every way done his duty by him ; both on the merits, 
therefore, as well as on technical grounds, of which there are 
many in the way of this attempted delegation of authority 
by Mrs. Templer, the Court will either discharge the 
rule altogether, or at all events give no directions as to the 
custody of the child. 



BramweU contra, no imputation is sought to be cast on 
Mr. HiUchons by the present application, and it may be. 



(a) 4 A. & £• 640. 
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that be has done his duty to the child^ but he does not ^^i Court. 

1847 
do his duty if he seeks to keep it from the control of its 

mother. The question before the Court is, really what is Templer. 

to be done with the child^on the return made to the writ of 

habeas corpus ; that return is, *' that they have the child 

in Court in obedience to the writ ;*' no doubt if the child 

were come to years of discretion, the ordinary course for 

the Court would be simply, to set the child at liberty, 

and it may be that such is the only course it can pursue. 

We, however, seek to have it delivered over to Mrs. 

Allen, the person named by the gentlemen to whom the 

power of attorney is directed. With regard to the mother's 

right to have the child delivered up to her, or whosoever 

she pleased if she were here, there does not seem to be 

any dispute; but it is said that, because she is not actually 

on the floor of the Court, that the Court will not deliver 

the child to a person authorized by her by deed to receive 

it ; if that be so, it will entail upon her, the necessity of 

making a journey from India to this country, which is a 

necessity that this Court will not impose upon her if it 

has the power, which it is contended it has, to order the 

child to be delivered over to Mrs. Mien. [Patteson, J. 

I thought when this application was made, that it was for 

the pupose of enabling the mother to resume the custody 

of the child herself. I know of no case in which the 

Court has exercised a power to hand over a child to 

persons, to do anything with it they please, when at the 

time the parent has no discretion as to the person to whom 

it is to be handed over. Now in this case, the power of 

attorney is general as to that, if the mother were here it 

would be a very diflerent thing.] But how is the mother 

to act except by power of attorney? She is anxious to 
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Baa Court, have the control of her child which at present she has not; 
if she were here there would be no question, and this is 

Ex parte Jn effect a demand by her of the custody of her child, and 
if Mr. Hutchom keeps the child it will be adversely to 
the mother's wishes. Suppose the mother wished to have 
the child sent to her? [Patteson^ J. Then I very much 
doubt whether she could have it done. I very much 
doubt whether this power of attorney is a legal document 
at all. I see very much difficulty in the case, it is quite a 
new one and unlike any that I am aware of. I will look 
into the authorities, and in the mean time the child had 
better go back with Mr. Hutchons.'] Cases cited, Re v. 
John8(m{a)\ Re v. Isley{b)i Ex parte Mc CleUand{c) ; 
Co. LitL 83 b. ; Com. Dig. tit Guardians, D. 

Cur. adv. tmU. 

Patteson, J. This was an application on the part of 
Mr. and Mrs. Templetj for a writ of habeas corpus to 
have a child delivered over to the charge of a person, ap- 
pointed by a power of attorney executed by Mr. and Mrs. 
Tempter in India. The child is about nine years of age, 
and is the son of Mrs. Templer, by her former husband, 
Mr. Preston. I was much struck at the time of the 
application with the novelty of the case. A person out 
of the jurisdiction of the Court executing a power of 
attorney to authorize the attorney to demand the posses- 
sion of the child. No instance of a similar kind has 
occurred that I am aware of, and I was struck with the 
difficulty; but the case does not turn entirely on that, 
because there are peculiar circumstances. It appears, 

{a) 1 Stra.579. (6) 5 Ad. & £1. 441, (c) 1 Dowl. 81. 
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that Mrs. Preston was left a widow in India, with two Bail Court. 
children, one not more than two years and a-half, and one ' °^ * * 
younger, who never was in England at all ; it was only t^m^^ 
a few months old. It appears that Mrs. Preston, the 
mother of her deceased husband, was a person of som^ 
property, living in England, and she offered to the 
widow to take charge of the children, and bring them up, 
if they were sent over. She wrote and expressed her 
gratitude, but did not at the same time send the children, 
saying they were too young. However, she afterwards 
sent one. of her children over to the grandmother ; the 
grandmother taking the child to live with her for some time 
till she went over to Germany, when she left the child in 
the charge of a person of the name of Cross, and the 
grandmother then returned to England, and died shortly 
afterwards. She made her will, and appointed as her 
executors two gentlemen of the names of Potts and 
WNaughien, and appointed Mr. Hutchons, jointly with 
Mr* Potts, executors and trustees of all her property, 
supposed to be a sum of 5000/. (but afterwards they dis- 
covered some property in India), for the benefit of her 
two grandchildren : she also appointed these two gentle- 
men guardians of the children. That was not a valid 
appointment, of course, because she had no right to make 
it. After her death, it seems that Mr. Hutchons, with 
the consent of the other executor, Mr. Potts, had the 
entire management of the child, and sent it to a pre- 
paratory school in the neighbourhood of the Regents 
Park. It was afterwards taken from that school, not 
from any reasons of dissatisfaction, but by the advice of 
his medical people, Mr. Hutchons sent the child to a 
school at Hastings, and he was there at the time this 
application was made. Then there is some correspon- 
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^?L?!r'' ^®"^ between the mother and Mr. Hutchons, in which 
— _ the mother expressed the greatest anxiety to know where 

Templke. the child was after her mother-in-law's death, and on 
being informed of what had taken place, she appears 
entirely to have acquiesced in all that had been done, and 
she wrote in terms shewing that she was much obliged to 
the gentlemen for the trouble they had taken, and she 
did not object to the child remaining with Mr. Hutchons, 
in any of her letters ; but it does appear that after 
some time she was not well satisfied with the allowance 
that the trustees made to her for the maintenance of the 
other child. They had power, by the will, to advance any 
reasonable sum for the maintenance of the child in India, 
and they had paid her 4i a month, with which she was 
dissatisfied ; but she did not make any complaint against 
Mr. Hutchons for his management of the child in Eng- 
land. But on a sudden, after having married again, there 
comes over a power of attorney, executed by her and her 
husband, authorizing certain persons to demand the 
child; and it goes on to a great many other things, 
authorizing them to call upon Mr. Hutchons and Mr. 
PottSy to give an account of the property ihey had 
received under the will, and expressly authorizing the 
parties named in the power of attorney to apply to the 
Court of Chancery to make the children wards in Chan- 
cery, and have the property properly secured to them. I 
do not know whether any step of that kind has been 

I taken, nor is it material ; but it appears no complaint was 

made by the mother, nor do I exactly collect from the 
affidavits what is her motive in wishing to take away the 
child from the custody of this gentleman. I suppose it 
must be about some question as to money ; I suspect 
something of that kind, because it is not surmised that 
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the child has sastained any injury ; tbereforCi I do not ^^ ^^»«^ 

think I have got at the real history of the motives which L_ 

influenced her to execute the power of attorney. The tsm^r. 
aflidavit, in answer, states that Mr. Hutcharu was in- 
formed by a Mr. Sarrison, the attorney for the parties 
making the application, that it was the intention to put 
the child under the care of a Mrs. jtUetu There has 
been no opportunity of answering that affidavit, and 
therefore I do not lay much stress on it, because it may 
be capable of explanation, only it is sworn that Mrs. 
jilien is not a proper person to have the charge of the 
child, being a person in low dreumstances, letting lodg- 
ji^ to persons in a low degree, and assuredly not the 
right person to have tiie charge of the child. But there 
is no specific ground for the mother wishing to take the 
child away firom Mr. Hutchong, I have not been able to 
find any case like the present. I have looked at Mr. 
M'PhenofCs book on the Law of InfantM^ and I have 
looked at the authorities, and I do not find any instance 
of such an application being made by any person non- 
resident in England giving a power of attorney ; and I 
doubt very much whether the Court would allow that to 
be done ; whether the inconvenience of coming to Eng- 
land or not must be sustained I cannot tell, but I doubt 
whether such an application can be entertained ; but I 
have found, upon looking at the cases, one in JacoVs 
ReporU {Ltfims v. Blenkin, Jacob, 245)^ the nearest 
case, and that is a case of very strong authority. (His 
Lordship here stated the facts of the case). That case» 
indeed, appears to be almost upon all fours with the 
present; here is money left by a grandmother, and an 
appointment of guardian, and the acquiescence of the 
mother in what the guardian was doing, and then, with- 

TOUIU H 
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Baii Court out any reason, on a sudden she executes a power of 
^* attomeyi desiring certain persons to take the child out of 

TempleL ^^ custody of the guardian. Lord EkUm, in the case I 
have mentioned, refused to allow that to be done» and that 
is a case certainly very much in point. There is another 
case mentioned in M^PhersofCs book on Infancy (p. 138), 
which came before Lord King. (His Lordship also 
referred to the facts of this case). There is, therefore, 
abundant authority to shew me that I cannot be justified 
in taking the child from the custody acquiesced in by 
the mother, and against whose care nothing is suggested 
affecting its interest or morals, or that the child is not 
well brought up. If there be anything about pecuniary 
roatters-^if there be any difficulty upon that point, that 
will be a proper subject for the Court of Chancery, and 
then incidentally the question as to the custody of the 
child will arise. But sitting here in a Court of common 
law, and quite independent of asking the child whom he 
would wish to go to, I feel I am not justified in changing 
the custody. I did not ask the child anything, because 
it was difficult to say at what age a child can properly be 
asked any questions upon such a subject, and it does seem . 
to me to be a great absurdity to ask a little child, nine 
years of age, brought up by a particular person he knows^ . 
whether or not it would wish to go to a person authorized 
by his mother, of whom he can have no recollection. But 
I think, that independently of all that, the cases I have 
alluded to, and the particular circumstances of this case, 
shew that I have no authority to change the custody* 
The rule must, therefore, be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 

END OF MICHAELMAS TERM. 
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Smith against Wetherell, Clerk. 

IN Tfinity Term, T* Jones obtained a rule on behalf The 56 sec. of 
of the plaintifl^ calling upon the Bishop of Peter- ^\\I^^ ^^^' 
borough and the provisional assignee of the defendant's ^W ^® "^ 

signee or as- 

estate and efiects to shew cause why the sequestration signeesofan 

, ^ insolvent bene* 

mentioned in the certificate of the bishop to have been ficed clergy* 

1 i_i.i/>/>^i_ •:! •• 1 • 1 i«< TOEH to obtun 

issued on benali oi the said provisional assignee should a sequestration 
not be set aside, and why the said bishop should not ^g u^JiJ^ ^ 
forthwith proceed to execute the writ of sequestrari ^^^^^ 
facias issued in this action ; the ground of the rule being assignee as to 

'' » o & the creditors* 

that a provisional assignee has no power to apply for a assignee ; and 

where, there- 
sequestration under the 1 & S VicL c. 110, s. 55. fore, no cre- 

The facts were as follow. The defendant was a had beeT!^** 
beneficed clergyman, having a living within the diocese S^!S!^t?on* 
of the Bishop of Peterborough, and being in insolvent SS'iS^^^oV 
circumstances, and in the Queen's Prison, a vesting order the provisional 

' o assignee: 

was made on the application of one of his creditors on £Mdgood. 
the 17th of March, 1846, whereby all his property was 
vested in Mr. Sturgis, the provisional assignee, no cre- 
ditors' assignee being at any time appointed. The said 
provisional assignee, on the 3rd of the following June, 
made an application to the bishop under the 55th section 
of the 1 & S Vict, c. 110(a), for a sequestration of the 

(a) This section enacts, ** That nothing in this act contained shall ex- 
tend to entitle the assignee or assignees of the estate and effects of any 
sach prisoner, being a beneficed clergyman or curate to the income of 

VOL. II. O 
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Baa Court, profits of the defendant's benefice^ which was duly granted 

I Q.A*7 

* by the bishop to his secretary on behalf of the provisional 
^^^ assignee. This proceeding having afterwards been duly 
Wetheeell. confirmed by the Insolvent Debtors' Court, an order was 
made that the funds should be paid into that Court to the 
credit of the defendant's estate* On the following 6th of 
Juhft the plaintiff* in this action issued a writ of S€qti€S~ 
trari facias, and on the 8th of May following obtained a 
rule that the bishop should make a return of what he 
had levied under it. The bishop certified that there was 
in his hands a sequestration of the defendant's rectory at 
the instance of the provisional assignee which was unsa- 
tisfiedy and which issued previously to the plaintiff's 
sequestrari facias. 

Nov. IK Martin and Addison shewed cause. The question 

involved in this motion is. whether or not the 55th section 
of the 1 & 2 Fiat. c. 110, gives the provisional assignee 
a right to obtain this sequestration, or whether it can only 
be obtained at the instance of the creditors' assignee. 
If the provisional assignee can obtain it, then the first 
sequestration is good, and the bishop's return valid; 
but if the provisional assignee had no power to apply for 
and obtain a sequestration, then, inasmuch as there was 
never any creditor's assignee appointed, the first seques- 



such benefice or curacy for the purposes of this act : Provided always, that 
it shall be lawful for such assignee or assignees to iq[>ply for and obtain a 
sequestration of the profits of any such benefice for the payment of the debts 
of such prisoner, and the order appointing* an assignee or assignees of such 
prisoner in pursuance of this act, shall be a sufficient warrant for the granting 
of such sequestration without any writ or other proceedings to authorize the 
same, and such sequestration shall accordingly be issued, as the same might 
have been issued upon any writ of levari facias founded upon any judgment 
against such prisoner.*' 
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tration so obtained by the provisional assignee altogetber ^oU Court, 
fails. It was clearly the policy of the I & 2 Vict. c. ilO, ^^"^^ 
that the provisional assignee should take the insolvent's S^oth 
estate by virtue of his office, and that where no creditors' Wetheekll. 
assignee is appointed) he should have the entire estate. 
It never could have been intended that the provisional 
assignee should have been deprived of the necessary 
power of obtaining a sequestration of the insolvent's pro^ 
perty. It is contended, on the other side, that by* the 
language of the 55th section the creditors' assignee alone 
is meant, inasmuch as it is the creditors' assignee who is 
appointed by an order, but as there could have been no 
reason for any distinction between the assignees, and the 
words *^ assignee or assignees," are used throughout, it 
is plain that no distinction could have been intended j 
Bishop v. Hatch (a). 

Sir F. Thesiger and T, Jones, contri. The real ques^ 
tion is, whedier tbe 55th section gives the provisional 
assignee a power to obtain a sequestration, or whether 
that power is confined alone to the creditors' assignee* 
There may be solid reasons why the power should be 
given to the one species of assignee and not to the othen 
There is a recognised distinction between the two kinds 
of assignees, and the former insolvent acts particularly 
point it out The 55th section evidently points to the 
creditors' assignee alone, inasmuch as it speaks of ** the 
order appointing an assignee or assignees." Now the 
provisional assignee is not appointed by any order, but 
is a continuing officer of the Court, but the, creditors' 
assignees are appointed by virtue of an order made by the 

(a) 1 A. & E. 171. 

o 2 
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Bail Court. Court, Under section 45. In most instances throughout 
_ the act, when the provisional assignee is meant, he is so 
described, but he is not so in section 55 (a). 



Smith 



0. 

Wetheeell. 



Bovill appeared on behalf of the Bishop of Peter- 
boroughf and contended that he was entitled to his costs 
in being brought before the Court 

Cur, adv. vulL 

Dec. 12. Patteson, J. I had much doubt as to the proper 

construction of the 55th section of the statute 1 & 2 Fict. 
c. 110, on which this case depends: however, on the 
fullest consideration I can give the case, I am of opinion 
that the vesting order, as it is usually called, is an order 
appointing an assignee of the prisoner in pursuance of 
the act, within the meaning of the 55th section. 

The object of that section is to prevent the income of 
a clergyman from being taken at once by a person over 
whom the ecclesiastical ordinary has no authority, so as 
to provide for the due performance of the service of 
the church in which all parishioners are interested, and 
it is therefore provided that nothing in the act contained 
shall entitle the assignee to the income of a clergyman ; 
provided always that it shall be lawful for such assignee 
to obtain a sequestration, " and the order appointing an 
assignee or assignees of such prisoner in pursuance of 
this act shall be a sufficient warrant for the granting of 
such sequestration.'* 

(a) The following acts and sections were cited in the oonne of the 
arguments by the respective counsel; 1 Gto* 4, c. 119, s. 4; 7 Geo. 4, 
c ^7, ss. 1 1, 28 ; 1 & 2 Viet. c. 1 10, ss. 23, 24, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 
36, 37, 38, 42, 45,47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 62, 63. 
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It is remarkable that this is the only section through- BaiiCdurt. 
out the act in which the words " order appointing an 
assignee" are to be found. 

The vesting the estate of the prisoner in the provi- 
sional assignee is to be by order, and that order cannot 
be directed to any other person, so that there is no 
selection by the Court, and in some sense no appointment 
of the person to be assignee ; but still the provisional 
assignee is not assignee at all of any individual prisoner 
until an order of the Court vesting the effects of such 
prisoner in him is made ; the vesting order, therefore, 
does in some sense appoint the provisional assignee to be 
assignee of the prisoner in respect of whose effect it is 
made. The 25th section empowers the Court, but does 
not require it to appoint a general assignee or assig- 
nees, and provides that when the appointment has been 
made and accepted, the effects of the prisoner shall by 
virtue of such an appointment vest in the said assignee 
or assignees, without conveyance from the provisional 
assignee. This section does not direct the appointment 
to be by order of the Court, and it is remarkable that 
wheresoever in the act that appointment is referred to, 
the word '' appointment** only is used, and not the words 
" order of appointment,'' or " order appointing,'* except 
only in the 55th section, which is in question. 

The distinction between an order and an appointment 
is only marked in the 46th section. 

It is true, different powers are given to the provisional 
assignee and the general assignees by the different sec- 
tions, and that for the most part the words '* provisional 
assignee" are used when that officer is intended, and the 
word "assignee** only when the general assignee is 
intended, yet it is not invariably so, for both are manifestly 
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BaU Cowi. included in the word " assignee" in several sections. 

L_ See sections 49, 62^ 63, and others ; whereas in other 

0. sections the words ''provisional or other assignee ** are 

Wethmbll. ^ggj^ 

Other comments on the one side and the other might 
easily be made on the words of the different sections of 
this act. I do not rely on such arguments, though I 
have anxiously examined the language of the act to see 
if it was possible to draw any conclusive argument 
from it. 

The argument which weighs with me is this, that the 
main scope and object of the act is to divide the insol- 
vent's property rateably among his creditors, that this 
object will best be efiectuated by such a construction of 
the 55th and other sections, as will not give an oppor- 
tunity for any particular creditor to intervene, and obtain 
a preference over others, I see nothing in that section 
indicating any intention to distinguish between the 
provisional and the general assignee, and I see no sort 
of reason for such distinction, the words of the section 
are large enough to include both, and the particular 
object of the section is quite beside any such distinction. 

Upon the whole I am of opinion, that the vesting order 
is an order appointing an assignee of such prisoner, and 
that this rule must be discharged with costs to the pro^ 
visional assignee and the bishop. 

Rule accordingly. 
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Robeson against Ellis. Jan. 27. 

J^OTION to rescind an order of Coleridge^ J.) setting When a plea is 

aside a plea. This was an action by the plaintiff ^^(^ ^Z 
against the defendant as an acceptor of a bill of exchange, S^on I°biU 
the declaration containing two counts, one on the bill, AaufSmm>t 
the second on an account stated. The defendant pleaded "^®' »°y ^jf- 

*^ cumstanoes be 

one plea, "non assumpsit.** Upon this the plaintiff J^pported, the 
applied to a Judge at Chambers to set aside the plea as Jadjj^e will on 

--. 1 • ..,. /ti-n-rrrn *Pphcation set 

bad, inasmuch as it was in violation of the R. ^. 1 . it aside, and 
4 Wm. 4, r. 3, and Mr. Justice Coleridge made an order |he piai^ff to 
accordingly, setting aside the plea with costs. ^™^* 

Lush* Although it is conceded that the plea was bad, 
as pleaded to a bill of exchange, yet the proper course 
for the plaintiff to have pursued was to have demurred* 
The defendant was not under any terms, and the Judge 
should not have set aside the plea. In Eddison v. 
Pigram (a), where to a declaration on a bill of exchange 
and an account stated, the defendant pleaded non 
assumpsits and the plaintiff thereupon signed judgment 
as for want of a plea, it was held that he was not justified 
in so signing judgment, the proper course being to have 
demurred. [ Wightman^ J. That was a case of a judgment 
signed, which is much stronger than the present. I will 
inquire of ray Brother Coleridge as to the reasons upon 
which he acted in the present instance]. 

(o) 16LawJ., Ex. (N. S.), 33. 
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Bail C&urt. 
184^. 

Robeson 

V. 

Elus. 



His Lordship having coniiDumcated with Mr. Justice 
Coleridge in the full Court, said, 

I am informed that in this case my Brother Coleridge 
set aside the plea after a consultation with some of the 
other Judges. Here it is admitted, as it must be, that 
the plea is clearly bad, and cannot by any possibility be 
supported; it is something more than demurrable, and 
in such a case it is unjust to compel the plaintiff to 
demur. In Eddison v. Pigramf the plaintiff signed 
judgment, which is far different from the present case, 
where the plea itself is merely set aside. 

Rule refused. 



Jan. 26. The QuEEN ogainst The Justices of Chjishire. 



It 19 now a 
general rule 
that the suc- 
cessful party to 
a mandamus is 
entitled on mo- 
tion to his * 
costs, and it is 
for the oppos- 
ing party to 
shew special 
circumstances 
rendering the 
rule not appli- 
cable. 'No de- 
mand of costs 
is necessary 
before entitling 
a party to apply 
to the Court 
for them. 



IN a former Term, Townsend having obtained a rule 
on the part of the appellants for a mandamus to 
justices to enter continuances, and hear an appeal 
against an order of removal, Pashley, on behalf of 
the respondents, shewed cause, when the rule was 
made absolute, and the writ was obeyed. Townsend 
then applied for a rule, calling upon the respondents to 
shew cause why they should not pay the appellants the 
costs of and consequent upon their application to this 
Court for the writ of mandamus, and the cost of this 
application. 

Pashley shewed cause. 1st. Before the appellants 
come to this Court for the costs, they should shew that 
they have demanded them of the respondents, and that 
they have been refused. \^Wightmany J. Is there any case 
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of a demand and refusal being required ?] The general saa Owfi. 

rule appears to be, that before the law is put in motion to 1848. 

recover costs they should be demanded. If demanded, the The Queen 

parties might have paid them without the other side having The Justices of 

been driven to this motion. 2nd. The Court will not give the 

costs in this case, the objection taken by the respondents 

at the sessions not being frivolous, and being allowed to be 

valid by the Justices. In The Queen v. The Sheriff of 

Middlesex (a), Lord Denman laid down the general 

rule, ** That where a judicial decision has been given, the 

party who comes forward only to defend a judgment in 

his favour, and which he is entitled to suppose a right 

one, shall not pay costs." In The Queen v. The Justices 

of London (6), the Court, it is true, gave the appellants 

their costs, but there the objection raised at the sessions 

was obviously a frivolous one. As also in the case of 

The Queen v. Oxted (c), in which the Court said, " the 

objection to the notice (of appeal) was most foolish." In 

the present case, so far from the objection being frivolous, 

not only did the justices think it a valid one, but this 

Court on argument took time to consider its judgment. 

Townsendf in support of the rule. First, there is no 
case which shews that it is necessary to make a demand 
of these costs before applying to the Court for them, nor 
is it the practice to do so. There is no tribunal which 
could tax them, nor any means by which they could be 
enforced. Secondly, it may now be considered as a 
settled practice, since the cases of The Queen v. The 
Justices of London (d), and The Queen v. Oxted (e), 

(a) 5 Q. B. 365. (&) 2 New Sess. Cas. 568. 

(c) 2 New Sess. Cas. 357. {d) 2 New Sess. Cas. 568. 

(e) 2 New Sets. Cas. 357. 
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B0U Ctnai. that the successful party on a motion for mandamus, if 

^^^* the writ is afterwards obeyed, is entitled to his costs. 
Tho QiTXEv 

Tho Justices WiaHTMAM, J. I think this rule ooght to be made 
Chebhius. absolute, for I take it, after the oases that have already 
been determined, that it is a general rule that coats are 
to follow the mandamus. It is true that in ordinary 
cases, where the error committed is that of the Court, no 
costs are given in any proceedings to set that error right, 
but then there is the rule that the successful party on a 
mandamus is to have his costs. The line of distinction 
is to be drawn somewhere, and it seems to me the costs 
should be given in all cases, unless it can be shewn that 
there are special circumstances, so as to render the appli- 
cation of that rule unjust, such as where the matter has 
been wrongly decided by the Court below, uninfluenced 
by any improper objection by the party in whose favour 
it is made, and not where, as in this case, he himself takes 
the objection, so as to render an application to this 
Court necessary, and not only does so, but perseveres in 
his resistance by shewing cause against the rule. Then 
as to the objection that no demand of these costs has 
been made before coming to the Court, the officer 
of the Crown Office informs me that it is not neces- 
sary to make any such demand, and that none is ever 
made in practice, and that there is no rule requiring an 
affidavit that a demand has been made. The rule, there- 
fore, will be absolute. 

Rule absolute^ 
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Ex parte The Churchwardeos and Overseers of Jaa- n, 20. 

1 ~ I 

the Parish of Monkleigh, Devonshire. 

JIfONTjaU SMITH applied for a rule for a certio- The principle 
rari to remove into this Court two orders of justices torpartjTto ^* 
made under tlie 8 & 9 yict. c 126, (An Act to amend the ^ ^J^*'^ 
Laws for the provision and regulation of Lunatic Asylums justices, does 
for counties and boroughs, and for the maintenance and orders of re- 

moval. The 

care of Pauper Lunatics in England)* From the facts it order of settle- 

appeared that an order had been made by two justices of underthe? &8 

the borough of Bideford, under section 58 (a), adjudging 8/58,^(p^TCr 

the settlement of a pauper lunatic to be in the parish of Jj'^^^^^; 

Monkleighf and that subsequently another order was made ^^^ ^ ^ 

by two of the visiting county justices on the treasurer of moval, and sub- 
ject to the 

the union within which the parish of Monkhigh was rales applying 

« t n ^ • o n \ to orders of 

Situate, for the expense of the maintenance, &c. of the removal, and 
said lunatic pauper, pursuant to section 6^(6). The imnecessary^to 

give any notice 
(a) This section enacts, " That it shall be lawful for any two justices for to the pw^^" 
the county or borough in which any asylum, registered hospital, or licensed ^f ^^ intention 
house is situate, or to which such asylum shall wholly or in part belong, or to apply for 
from any part of which any pauper lunatic shall have been sent, at any time, '^ ^'^ order, 
to inquire into the last legal settlement of any pauper lunatic confined or peal against the 
ordered to be confined therein, and if satb&ctory evidence can be obtained ^'^^ of main- 
as to such settlement in any parish, township, or place, such justices shall, ^j^^ for by* 
by order under their hands and seals, ati^udge such settlement accordingly." sec. 62, the 
(6) By this section power b given to two visiting justices of the asylum, *^| ** ^ 
&c., where the lunatic pauper is confined, to make an order on the treasurer be gone into, 
of the guardians of the union within which the parish is situated, in which 
the sud lunatic pauper has been atiyudged to be settled for payment of the 
expenses of the maintenance, &c. of the said lunatic pauper, and it is 
** Pk-ovided always that the guardians of any union or parish, or the overseers 
of any parish, township, or place afiected by such order, may appeal against 
the same in like manner as if the same were a warrant of removal, and in 
case of such appeal, the guardians of the union, or parish, or the overseers 
of the parish, township, or place, or the clerk of the peace of the county to 
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Bail Court parish ofScers of Mmkleigh had not been summoned to 
appear before either justice on the making of these 



Ex parte orders, nor had they received any notice that complaint 
had been made. 



Montagu Smith. In all cases in which a charge is 
made before justices by which other parties are to be 
affected, those parties should be summoned to shew 
cause against it The Queen y. The Guardians of the 
Totnes Union (a), clearly establishes this rule. In that 
case Lord JDenman said, ** where a proceeding is moved 
for by which some party is to be affected, he ought to 
have an opportunity of shewing cause;" Painter v. 
Liverpool Gas Company (b). The 8 & 9 Fict c. 126, 
gives no appeal in terms against the first order, which 
is that which adjudges the settlement; and although 
Wightman^ J., in The Queen v. Justices of Middlesex (c), 
appeared to think, that upon an appeal against the order 
of maintenance the order of settlement may be gone into, 
the case was decided upon another point. \Erley J. If 
/ your argument is good, it is founded on the ground that 
the order of justices is conclusive]. There is certainly 
no appeal against the order of adjudication, unless it is 
included in the appeal against the order of maintenance. 
[Erle^ J. The overseers of the appellant parish are never 
summoned on the occasion of an order of removal being 
applied for]. The pauper himself is always present, and 

which such lunatic was chargeable before sach order was made, may defend 
such appeal, and the persons appealing, or intending to appeal, and the 
persons defending such appeal, shall have all the same powers, rights, and 
privileges, and be subject to the same obligations in all respects as in the 
case of an appeal against a warrant of removaL" 

(a) 7 Q. B. 690 ; 2. New Sess. Cas. 82. (6) 3 A, & E. 433. 

(c) 2 New Sess. Cas. 661 ; 2 Bail Court Rep. 82. 
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he has an interest in the inquiry. lErle^ J. I think if ^«' ^<»»^' 
you can appeal against the order of settlement you are 



not entitled to your rule ; otherwise you will be]. Monkletoh. 

Cur* adv. vulL 

Erle, J. This was a motion for a certiorari to remove '^^°- ^^' 
into this Court two orders made under the 8 & 9 Vict. 
c. l^y on the ground that no notice had been given to 
the parish officers of the parish to be affected by such 
orders, that they might have attended, and have opposed 
their being made, and the question is, whether or not 
that was necessary. It appears to be quite clear that 
the principle of giving notice to the opposite party does 
not apply to orders of removal, and I think that the 
order of settlement in this case must be considered as 
an order of removals for by section G& it is. said that all 
the incidents of an appeal against an order of removal 
are to apply to such orders, and I think, therefore, that 
the appeal applies equally to such an order, and this 
view is confirmed by the language of the 59th section^ 
which in terms requires notice to be given to the clerk 
of the peace of an intention to make such an order in 
cases of lunatics chargeable to the county. I there- 
fore am of opinion that the remedy was by appeal, and 
on this ground I ought not to grant the writ. 

Rule refused. 
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BaU Cowrt. 
1845. 



Jan. 31* Jones against Kinq* 

If an attonuiy JUDGMENT as in case of a nonsuit for not proceed- 
ployed in a uig to trial* The defendant not haying appeared to 

cUentwuhMto ^^ ^^« ^^ plaintiff appeared for him sec stat The 
m^A^e^!'^ defendant afterwards pleaded to the action in person. 
oS ^'^ha '^^^ prewnt rule, however, was obtained, and served on 
if the party has the plaintiff by an attorney, the drfendant not having 

been proceed- ^ 

■ngi/perK>m previously terved the platatiff with any notice that he 

and then ap- , , . . 

points aaattor- uad appomted an attorney* 

ney, be may 
give the other 

^e'facfw ^ Miller shewed cause. This rule has been irrqrularly 

T^h^e t*. ^"'^'^^^ ^^^ served. The defendant having pleaded in 

tomey takes in person, he could not afterwards take any step by an attorney 

attorney, with- without previously giving the plaintiff notice of the £sict* 

out any formal 

notice. In Chitiy^i ArchboUs Projo. p. 73, it is said, ^' if the 

party has conducted his proceedings in person, he may 
afterwards, pending the sui^ appoint an attorney with- 
out leave, but he must give the Opposite party notice of 
it before the attorney ean act for him; Prac. Reg. 5* 
The object of giving notice when there is a change is, 
that the opposite party may know to whom to deliver 
notices and proceedings* When one attorney is sub- 
stituted for another, it is always necessary to obtain and 
serve a Judge's order ; the reason is equally strong in 
both cases* 



Erle, J. I do not see any reason for giving this notice. 
It is true that if an attorney has been employed by a 
party, and that party wishes to change his attorney, he 
must give notice of the change to the other side, in order 
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that be may know on whom to serve notices and other Saa Comrt, 

proceedings in the cause, but if the party has been pro- * 

ceeding in person^ and then appoints an attorney, he ^^ 
may give the other side notice of the fact by the very act ^™^* 
which he does, which is in itself notice that he is then 
acting by such attorney, and the Master (a) informs me 
that this is the usual course, and that the step itself in 
such cases is notice, and that a distinct notice of the 
appointment of an attorney is not required by the prac- 
tice* The attorney may come in at any time, and the 
first act which he does with the other side is sufficient 
notice of his appointment 

MiUer then shewed cause upon the merits* 

Prentice, contra. 

Rule discharged upon a peremptory undertakings 

(a) Master Bunce. 



LoMAS against Price. Jan. 29. 

fkH a former day Lush obtained a rule, calling upon the Althoi^ha 

^-^ ^ , defect in pro* 

plaintifi* to shew cause why the writ of summons, cess be so ob- 
copy, and service, should not be set aside for irregularity, cannot be 
The irregularity consisted in the omission of the indorse- S?a Ji^ «« 
ment of the name and residence of the plaintiff's attorney, ^o^d^e no 

difficulty in 

JFade shewed cause. The irregularity in this case is t^e pi^y&eek.' 

ing to set such 
process aside has a right to come in Term time to this Court for the purpose, and the rule 
adopted in the Common Pleas of mahiDg the rule absolute, witkoiU costs in such cases, is not 
recognised by this Court. 
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BaU Cowri. too obvious to be questioned, and the only dispute will 

*___ be as to whether or not the rule should be made absolute 

^^ with costs. The defendant ought not to have incurred 
Pbice, ^^ expense of coming to the Court upon such an objec- 
tion, but should have obtained a summons at Chambers ; 
Ward V. Grayatock (a), Doe d. LlandesiUo v. Moe (&)• 
In the recent case of White v. FeUham (c), where the 
declaration omitted to shew whether it was delivered or 
filed by the plaintiff in person, or by attorney, the Court, 
although it set it aside, refused to do so with costs, as 
the application should have been made at Chambers. 
Wilde f C. J. said, *^ The rule is distinct, and the party 
had a right to know from the declaration whether the 
plaintiff chose to go on in person or by his attorney, and 
to whom the pleas were to be delivered. The declara- 
tion, therefore, must be set aside, but as a Judge at 
Chambers would have had no difficulty in dealing with 
the question, I think this application to the Court was 
unnecessary, and the rule must be absolute without 
costs." So in the present case this application to the 
Court was unnecessary, and the rule should be made 
absolute without costs. [Erie, J. This is a matter 
which constantly comes before me at Chambers, and 
when the irregularity is indisputable it is never the prac- 
tice to certify for counsel]. 

Ltishf contra. This Court has never yet said that 
parties in Term time may not come here to set aside 
irregular proceedings, and where there is an irregularity 
it has always been the pi'actice to set aside the proceed- 
ings with costs. The case of White v. Feltham^ in the 

(a) 4 l>owl. 717. (5) 4 Dowl. 222. (e) 16 Law J. C. P. (N. S), 14. 
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Common Pleas, has never been acted upon in this BaUCcmrt, 
Court '^ 



Erle, J. I have no jurisdiction to go to the extent 
asked for by the plaintiff, nor can I act upon the case 
decided in the Common Pleas, it not having been 
recognised as the practice in this Court. I certainly 
cannot adopt that practice without consulting with my 
Brethren first upon the subject. (His Lordship then 
inquired of Lush if his client would consent to have 
his rule absolute with three guineas costs? and on 
receiving a reply in the affirmative, directed the rule to 
be absolute, with three guineas costs). 

Rule accordingly* 



LOMAS 

Pricb. 



Cornwall against Ives. Jan. 3L 



^HIS was a rule calling on the defendant to shew cause It is no objec 

**" * tion to a writ of 

why the writ of error sued out in this case should error eorcm 
not be set aside for irregularity. It appeared by the an outlawry, 
affidavits used in moving for the rule, that the defendant ^-^ t^\^ 
had been outlawed for not having entered an appearance ^^ entered an 

o rr appearance in 

in the action, subsequent to which a writ of error, coram the original ac 

^ tion, that being 

nobis was sued out to reverse the outlawry, on the ground only necessary 

. where the re- 

that the defendant was beyond seas in France at the time versal is upon 
the writ of exigent was awarded and issued against him. it necenary 
The objections to the writ of error relied on by the ney suing oat' 
plaintiff were first, that the attorney's clerk, who made S^^tSfidl^ 
the affidavit on which the writ issued, did not state that y^**^^f » 

' instructed by 

the attorney was authorised by the defendant in takinsr ^^ outlaw to 

•^ ° sue oat the 

Steps to reverse the outlawry against him ; and secondly, writ on his 

behalf. 

▼OL. n. p 
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Baa Coiat, that no appearance had been entered to the original 
_____ action by the plaintiff in error. 

CoamrALL 

V. 

IiTEs. Martin and C. Beavan now shewed cause. It is clear 

that there is nothing in the objections raised by the 
plaintiff in error. This is a writ of error to reverse a 
judgment, which is a writ of right, and there is nothing 
in the statute under which it is sued out, 4 & 5 JVm. and 
Mary, c. 18, s. 3, which imposes any condition on the 
plaintiff in error to enter an appearance in the original 
action ; indeed the rule is, that an outlaw cannot appear 
until the outlawry against him is reversed. It is only in 
cases where a defendant seeks to set aside an outlawry 
against him on motion that this condition is imposed. 
Plunkett V. Buchanan (a) ; Houlditch v. Swinfen (6). In 
the present case the party stands on his right to set aside 
the outlawry by writ of error, on the ground that it never 
ought to have issued. As to the objection that the 
attorney suing out the writ does not state he was autho- 
rised by the outlaw, in the first place, there is no 
authority to shew that this is necessary on suing out a 
writ of error, and, secondly, it is quite consistent with all 
the facts of this case that the writ is sued out by the 
defendant himself, which he has a perfect right to do. 
There is a third objection to the rule being made abso- 
lute, that this Court has no jurisdiction to entertain a 
motion to set aside this writ or the allowance of it, but 
the party seeking to set it aside must apply to the Court 
of Chancery ; Jones v. De Lisle {c\ acted on in Bore- 
man V. Brown {d). 

Petersdorff. It is laid down in ArchbolSs Prac. 8th 

(a) 3 B. & C. 736. (6) 5 DowL P. C. 36. 

(c) 10 B. Moore, 617. {d) 1 Dowl. N. S. 281. 
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edition, p. 1148, that in proceeding to set aside an out- Bail Court. 

lawry by writ of error, " an appearance must be entered, ^848, 

or bail perfected in the same cases and in the same Cornwall 

manner as when the outlawry is reversed on motion," Ives. 

The defendant must put himself in Court in the original 

action by entering an appearance therein, before he 

can sue out a writ of error. Secondly, where a party 

sues out a writ of error by attorney to reverse an outlawry, 

it is necessary for the attorney to make an affidavit that 

he is authorised by the outlaw to sue out the writ. This 

is laid down in the cases cited, on the other side of 

Plunkettv. Buchanan{a)y and Houlditch v. StDinfen{b)y no 

doubt they are cases on motion to reverse outlawry, but 

that it is submitted does not alter the principle* 

Erlb, J. This rule must be discharged. I cannot 
find that there is any rule making it necessary for an 
outlaw suing out a writ of error to reverse an outlawry 
to enter an appearance in the original action. The 
officers of the Court inform me that it is not the practice 
to do so, and I see by reference to Tid^s Forms (c), 
that it is not until after the reversal of the outlawry that 
the defendant's appearance is entered. I do not think 
that it would be a consistent thing that it should be 
otherwise, nor do I see how in principle any other practice 
should exist ; for if the outlaw be obliged to appear^ why 
should not the plaintiff declare against him ? Now suppose^ 
as is often the case> that the outlawry issued without good 
ground, as for instance, without the defendant having 
ever been served with the copy of the writ of summons, 
or without any distringcts issuing against him, would it 

(a) 3 B. & C. 736. (6) 5 Dowl. P. C. 36. 

(c) TidUta Forms, 8th edition^ p. 58, s. 36* 

P 2 
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Baa Gmrt. 

1848. 

Cornwall 
Ives. 



be rational or fair to compel the defendant to enter an 
appearance, and thus let the plaintiff take advantage of 
his own wrong ? That can never have been the practice, 
nor is there any authority cited by Mr. Archlold in sup- 
port of the passage in his book, the cases cited there 
being upon motion and not writ of error. I can quite 
understand that where a defendant seeks to set aside an 
outlawry upon motion, that such. a condition may be 
imposed upon him, the stipulations as to entering an 
appearance, are all upon reversal or motion. As to the 
objection that the attorney should make an affidavit, 
that he is instructed by the outlaw to sue out the writ of 
error, I cannot find that there is any such rule. I am 
therefore of opinion that neither of the objections ought 
to prevail, and therefore the rule must be discharged, but 
as the plaintiff may have been misled by a passage in a 
very standard book, without costs. 

Rule discharged, without costs. 



Jan. 13. 



Pope against Kershaw. 



A warrant of TfUGH HILL moved for a rule, calling on the plaintiff 
confessjudg- to shew cause why the judgment signed on the war- 

ment was at- 
tested by an 

attorney as follows : '' Signed, sealed, and deliTered (being first duly stamped) by the said 
21 jr., in the presence of W, K, T., one of the attorneys of her Majesty^ Court of 
Queen's Bench at Westminster, and attorney on behalf of the said T. it. expressly named 
by him, and attending at his request to inform him,. and I did inform him of the nature and 
effect of the above written warrant of attorney before the same was executed by him, and 
I declare myself to be the attorney of the said 21 K. 

" Witness, 21 C." 

A motion being made to set the warrant of attorney aside, on the ground that the attorney 
did not " state tlwt he subscribed as such attorney,'* as reqidred by 1 & 2 PieL c. 1 10, s. 9. 

HeUf sufficient; that this attestation was in compliance with the statute, and that it was 
not necessary that the precise words of the statute should be followed, so that the requisites 
of it are expressed plainly. 
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rant of attorney, given by the defendant herein, and all Bail Court. 
subsequent proceedings, should not be set aside, or why the ^8iS. 
execution should not be set aside, as to the excess above ^^^^ 
1407i, which was the sum due at the time of the execu- Kershaw. 
tion, whereas the judgment had been signed, and the 
execution issued for 1800/. 

This application was made on behalf of the assignees 
of the defendant, who is a bankrupt, on the ground that 
the attestation to the warrant of attorney by the attorney 
attending on the behalf of the defendant, to witness his 
execution of the deed, was not in accordance with the 
provisions of the 9th section of 1 & 2 FicL c. 110. The 
attestation was in these words : — *' Signed, sealed, and 
delivered (being first duly stamped) by the said James 
Kershawy in the presence of William Keating Taylor, 
one of the attorneys of her Majesty's Court of Queen's 
Bench at Westminster, and attorney on behalf of the 
said James Kershaw, expressly named by him, and attend- 
ing at his request to inform him, and I did inform him, 
of the nature and effect of the above written warrant of 
attorney before the same was executed by him, and I 
declare myself to be attorney for the same James 
Kershaw.** 

" William Keating'Taylor," 
" Witness, Thomas Chapman." 

It was now objected that this attestation was insuffi- 
cient, as it did not state that the attorney subscribed his 
name '* as attorney" to the defendant. The 9th section 
of I & 2 FicL c. 1 10, provides that no warrant of attorney 
shall be of any force, " unless there shall be present 
some attorney of the superior Courts on behalf of such 
person (the defendant), expressly named by him, and 
attending at his request, to inform him of the nature and 
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« 

Bail Court, efl^ct of sucb Warrant or cognovit before the same is 
1848. 



Pope 

V. 



. executed, which attorney shall subscribe his name as 
witness to the due execution thereof^ and thereby declare 
BKSHAw. himself to be attorney for the person executing the same, 
and state that he subecribee as such attorney" Now this 
latter proviso has not been complied with in the attesta- 
tion of Mr. Taylor. [Erle^ J. But here the attorney 
attesting declares himself to be attorney for the de- 
fendant eo instantly that he subscribes the document]. 
Yes, but the question is, whether he so states that he 
subscribes as is required by the words of the act; here 
he does not state that he subscribes as such attorney^ 
but merely declares himself to be attorney for the 
defendant, and then signs his name, it may be said that 
this is equivalent to saying, that he subscribes as such 
attorney, but equivalents should never be allowed in the 
place of the strict words of an act of Parliament ; for if 
once admitted, the greatest inconvenience will follow. 
The case of Everard v. Poppleton (a), is an Authority 
for the present application ; in that case a warrant of 
attorney to confess judgment was attested by an attorney, 
"signed," "by the aforesaid named O. C P., in the 
presence of us, of whom the said T. H. S. is the attorney 
expressly named by him, and acting at his request, and 
by whom the above written warrant of attorney was read 
over, and the notice thereof explained to the said O. C P. 
before the execution thereof to him." 

Signed " T. H. &, Attorney, Leeds, T. K." 
This was held an insufficient attestation under the 
statute 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 9, for want of a statement 
that T. H. S» subscribed as attorney for O. C. P., and 

(a) 5 Q. B. 181. 



Pope 

V. 

Kbeshaw. 
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Lord DenmaUf C, J., in giving judgment^ says, " I think ^***^ ^*'** 
the reasons which led to demanding an exact compliance 
with the statute are both cogent and sensible. The 
attorney 'attending' may stop short in his agency 
before the attestation, so may the attorney who is * act- 
ing.' I should like to see the words of the statute 
always literally followed, nothing is more unfortunate 
than a disturbance of the plain language of the Legislature 
by the attempt to use equivalent terms." 

Erle, J. There are two requisites in an attestation 
by an attorney, under the 9th section of 1 & 2 FicL* 
c. 110, it must appear that he is an attorney attending at 
the defendant's request, and expressly named by him ; 
and also that he subscribes as such attorney. No par- 
ticular form of attestation is given by the statute, there- 
fore it is enough if you express these two ideas plainly. 
In the present case, the attorney attesting says I am the 
attorney of the defendant expressly named by him, and 
attending at his request, and have done all that is neces- 
sary in reading over and explaining the document, and 
eo inatanti he signs, every one who reads this attestation 
will see that the person making the attestation has read 
and considered the act of Parliament, and has described 
the two ideas which are to be expressed in the clearest 
terms. At the moment he subscribes he declares himself 
to be the attorney of the defendant ; in the case cited of 
Everard v. Pappkton (a), one only of two leading ideas 
is expressed, which distinguishes that case from the 
present. 

(a) 5 Q. B. 181. 
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Bail Court. Loumdes (amicus curia) mentioned the case of Lewis 

V, Lord Mornington (a), where it was decided that 

Pope \^ ^q attestation of the execution of a warrant of attor- 

Kershaw, ney^ or cognovit, under 1 & 2 VicU c. 110, s. 9, it is not 
necessary that the precise words of the statute should be 
followed, it is enough if it appear by necessary inference 
that the witness attended as the attorney for the party at 
his request, and that he subscribed as such attorney. 

Erle, J. That case was in my mind, and I remember 
now that it was diecided after mature deliberation, whilst 
I was a member of the Court of Common Pleas. It is 
quite in point in the present case, and I think, therefore, 
that the attestation in the present case is sufficient, and 
that the rule must be refused as to that. 

Hill then stated the facts of the case as to the other 
branch of his rule, which was to set aside the judgment 
as to an excess above the sum due at the time of the 
execution, as to which the Court granted a rule nisi. 

Rule refused as to the first point of the attesta- 
tion, rule nisi granted as to the excess. 

(a) 2 C. B. 461. 
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BaU Court. 
1818- 



Todd against Johnson. Jan. 26. 



fiS a former day Hugh Hill obtained a rule, on the The defendant 

^-^ obtained an 

part of the defendant, calling upon the plaintiff to order requiring 

shew cause why the interlocutory judgment signed herein ^ye secority 

for want of a plea should not be set aside for irregularity, s^^^^ 

In this case the defendant had obtained an order direct- IJJJ^^rity* 

ing the plaintiff to give security for costs^ on the ground *^^^ ^ 

that he was going out of England, and staying proceed- seauently the 

defendant ar- - 

ings until such security was given. The defendant rested the 

plaintiff on a 

having a cross demand, he obtained a Judges order, cross demand, 

under the 1 & 2 Fict. c. 110, s. 8, for arresting the FicTc. no, 

present plaintiff, upon a representation that he was about the'plainti^" 

to leave the country. Upon the plaintiff being arrested ]J^d then'took 

he went to prison; and then he took out a summons outasiunmons, 

"^ upon which an 

before Mr. Justice Wightman, who made the following order was 

made, ordering 

order: — ^* I do order that my order restraining the that the first 

plaintiff from proceeding, be suspended as long as he ing proceed- 

remains in actual custody in the cross action, the defend- nt^fo^ cmto^ 

ant in this suit to have ten days peremptory time to LiJ*^^ should 

plead, — pleading issuably," &c. A few days after the ^lo^^^J^^ 

making of this order the defendant gave the plaintiff his piwntMTre- 

° 01. mained m ac- 

' discharge; and at the expiration of the ten days men- tual custody in 

the cross 

tioned in the foregoing order, the defendant not having action, and 
pleaded, the plaintiff signed judgment The plaintiff had fendant ten 

days' time to 
plead. Shortly 
after this, and 

before the expiration of the time to plead, the defendant let the plaintiff out of custody, and 

the defendant not having pleaded, signed judgment for want of a plea. The plaintiff had 

not given security for costs. 
HtUd^ that the jud&ment was irregular, for that as soon as the plaintiff was released from 

custody, the first order revived, and that, therefore, before the defendant could have been 

required to hc^ve pleaded, security for costs should have been given. 



Todd 

V, 

Johnson. 
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Bail CourL not gi?en security for costs. The present rule was 

to JO ' 

obtained, upon the ground that the order requiring 
security for costs came again into effect as soon as the 
plaintiff was released from custody, and that as the plain- 
tiff had not given such security the proceedings were 
stayed, md the judgment signed for want of a plea was 
irregular. 

BramweU shewed cause. The letting of the plaintiff 
out of custody was the act of the defendant, and, having 
done so, he ought not to require the plaintiff to give security. 
The order restruning the plaintiff from proceeding, only 
contemplated his getting out upon bail, and did not intend 
to apply to the case of the defendant voluntarily letting 
the plaintiff out of custody. 

Hugh Hill, contra, was not called upon. 

WiOHTMAN, J. — The order which I made restraining 
the operation of the order for security for costs was 
intended to operate only so long as the plaintiff should 
remain in actual custody, and I made it upon a consider^ 
ation of the hardship of its operation while the plaintiff 
was actually in custody at the defendant's suit ; but as 
soon as the plaintiff became released it was intended of 
course that it should revive ; and before, therefore, the 
plaintiff could call upon the defendant to plead, he ought 
to have complied with the first order and have given 
security. The judgment was, therefore, irregular. 

Rule absolute, with costs. 
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Bail Conrt. 

1848. 



Ex parte Cooke. J«p- ^s. 



y^HITEHURST moved for a rule, calling on John ^^^^J"* ^ 
Goate Fisher to shew cause why a mandamus should perty who 

comes to the 

not issue, directed to him, commanding him to allow the Court for a 
applicant, one John Cooke the elder, to inspect the Court the steward of 
rolls of the manor of Sherringham, Norfolk, and to take L)m]p«rh£i*to 
certain abstracts from the same, and also to admit him, f^^f^l^ 
the said John Cooke the elder, as a copyholder to a ^T^jJ^J\ 
certain mansion, messuages, lands, and premises within claunant as a 

copyholder of 

the said manor, and of which the said John Goate Fisher the manor, to 

. , enable him to 

IS the steward. try his right to 

The application was made on the joint affidavit of dsdm^muitin 

John Cooke the elder, and his son John Cooke the S^dfelinir 

younger, which stated that he the said John Cooke the ^^^e rule^ 

•' ° ' either swear 

elder, of Costessey, verily believed, that he is legally or positiveljr that 

, . ° he IS entitled to 

equitably entitled to a certain mansion, messuages, lands, theproperty 

claimed, or set 

and hereditaments situate hi Sherringham, in the county out his title or 
oi Norfolk, and copyhold of the said manor or. manors of ^°r hifl^lief ' 
Sherringham aforesaid. That in the year 18S6, Mr. titfedtothe" 
Fisher, who is the steward of the manor of Sherringham, ^^^\^f^^ 
was about to hold a Court for the said manor at the Red cient to swear 

that he " venly 

LUm Inn at Sherringham aforesaid, when the deponent, believes "that 

he is entitled 

John Cooke the elder, accompanied by his son, applied to the property 

to the said John Goate Fisher, as steward of the said 

manor, to be allowed to inspect the Court rolls, stating 

that he had reason to believe that he was entitled to 

certain property within the said manor, that he therefore 

wished to inspect the Court rolls, take an abstract from 

them, and also to be admitted to be a copyholder with 

respect to the same ; he also stated to Mr. Fisher that he 
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SaU Court was ready to pay any fees which might be payable in 
^8^' respect of such inspection and admittance. After this 

^JP*^ statement of the deponent, Mr. Fisher required him to 
give him, Mr. Fisher, a description of the property to 
which he laid claim, which the deponent then gave him, 
as being a certain mansion, messuages, cottages, lands, 
premises, and hereditaments then in the possession of 
Henry Rayney Upsher, Esq., the lord of the manor of 
Sherringham. Mr. Fisher then refused either to allow 
the deponent to inspect the said Court rolls, or to admit 
him to be a copyholder without the consent of Mr. 
Upsher, the lord of the manor, and told the deponent 
that he had better go and see Mr. Upsher on the subject 
The deponent then went and saw Mr. Upsher, who told 
him that he should not interfere in the matter, but that 
he must apply to Mr. Fisher, Upon this the deponent 
returned to the Red Lion Inn, when he found that the 
' Court for the manor of Sherringham had been opened 
and closed by Mr« Fisher during his absence to see Mr. 
Upsher, The deponent then again applied to Mr. Fisher 
to allow him to inspect the Court rolls, but Mr. Fisher 
refused to do so, saying that it was too late, and that the 
deponent must come some other time. The deponent 
did subsequently apply to Mr. Fisher for such inspection 
on two occasions, the last being in 184^, but was refused 
inspection by Mr. Fisher on both occasions. Upon these 
facts it was now submitted, first, that Mr. Cooke had a 
clear right to inspect the Court rolls and to be admitted 
as a copyholder. The refusal by Mr. Fisher to admit 
the deponent Cooke to be a copyholder was a great hard- 
ship upon him, and not being able to inspect the Court 
rolls prevented him from trying bis right to the property 
he claimed. The application to be admitted a copyholder 
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was of great importance to him to have granted, as it was ^^ <^»*« 
a necessary step to his trying his right to the property in ^^'*'^' 
question by ejectment It is clear that if he be a copy- cooler 
holder he is entitled to inspection of the Court rolls, and, 
if refused, the proper mode for him to obtain redress is 
to apply to the Court for a mandamus ; JL v. Tower (a). 

Erle, J. I see by the affidavits that the applicant 
merely swears that he verily believes that he is legally or 
equitably entitled to the property which he claims. Now 
that is not enough. He must either swear positively that 
he is entitled to the property he claims, or he must set 
out his Utle on the face of the affidavits. I know of no 
authority to shew that any claimant to copyhold property 
is entitled to inspect the Court rolls without swearing 
positively that he is entitled to the property he claims, or 
shewing some grounds for his belief that he is entitled to 
it. If the applicant could make out some ground for the 
belief he swears to, you would be entitled to the rule 
prayed for. Upon the present affidavits I do not think 
you are. 

Rule refusedw 

(a) 4 11 & S. 132. 
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Comt. 

1848. 



Sleeman and Others, Assignees^ against The 
Governors and Company of the Copper Miners 

of Enolakd. 



A erase wu f\^ the 4th o( November last, the defendanto obtained 

aaofes, and tbo the ordinary rule for costs of the day, for not pro- 
jury sworn, 

after which the ceeding to trial; subsequently a rule nisi was obtained 

vered that the on behalf of the plainti£fS| calling on the defendants to 

fective ha'not * ^hew cause why the rule for costs of the day should not be 

i^^dedTT discharged, and it appeared by the affidavits on which 

th'^^u^tiSb ^ ^^ ^^ ^^ obtained, that this cause had been entered 

and in there for trial at the last Summer Assizes for the county of 

notbemffan 

award ofmire. Brecon f it was called on in its order, and the jury sworn. 

The plaintifi 

prayed that the when the Judge discovered that the record was imperfect, 

be amended by there being no similiter added to the plaintiff's replica- 

£e d^ndanto^ ^^^^ ^^ ^ infurid, nor was there any award of the venire, 

TO^^to the ^P^** *^^ *® plaintiffs prayed the Judge to amend the 

J™®"^**** record at once, by adding the eimiUter and award of 

thoughthehad venire to it, but as the defendants refused to consent to 

no power to 

make such such amendment, the Judge was of opinion that he had 

amendment, 

and discharged no authority to make the amendment in invito, and dis- 

-1 * 

^e^'that charged the jury. The above rule to discharge the 

a diwreSonln defendant's rule for costs of the day having been obtained, 

granting or 
withholding 

costs of the Chilton and Bemon now (Jan. 21) shewed cause. There 

day to the de- ^ ^ ' 

fendant, and is no ground for the application to set aside the defendants' 

that under the 

circumstances rule for costs of the day. The plaintiffs must shew that 

the defendants , 

were not en- they were rectus in curuB, no doubt they appeared at 

costs. ^^ ^he assizes, but that is not enough to excuse them from 

paying the defendants their costs. They appeared at 
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the assizes ready for the trial by their counsel and wit- *<*" ^<'«^* 
nesses, in obedience to the notice of trial, and it was by 1_ 



no default of theirs that the trial did not take place. It 8^«»*«an 
was for the plaintiffs to make up the record, and bring it ''SS ^PPJ*^ 
down in a perfect state, and as that was not done, the England. 
default was theirs, and the defendants ought not to be 
deprived of their costs. This rule cannot be made abso- 
lute without the Court holding that it was compulsory on 
the defendants to consent to the amendment by an entry 
on the record, not only otsimiKter, but also of the award 
of venire. It is clear that in the absence of consent no 
such amendment could be made; Bent v. Beny<m{a); 
RawUnson y* Itoantre(b) ; and it is also contended that 
no such power of amendment can be exercised by the 
Judge, even with the consent of the parties ; but even if 
he have this power, he has a discretion whether he will 
exercise it or not, and in this case he has exercised a 
discretion, and the defendants ought i^ot to be prejudiced 
by it In Cooke v. Smith (c), it was decided that where 
a cause could not be tried without the defendant's consent, 
owing to its having been made a remanet, and the record 
not reseated, and the defendant's attorney's clerk refused 
to consent, and there was no trial, that the defendant 
was nevertheless entitled to the costs of the day ; and 
Mr. Justice Coleridge^ in giving judgment in that case, 
says, ** no doubt the cause might have been tried, but 
though that is so, that is not sufficient to disentitle the 
defendant to his costs of the day. The trial ought not 
to take place if there was any doubt as to whether it 
would be good, or whether the witnesses in cases of 
wilful misstatement would be liable for perjury." Now 

(a) 6 Gar.& P. 217. (6) lb. 551. (e) 1 Dowl. N. a 861. 
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in the present case there was considerable doubt as to 
whether the Judge had power to make the amendments 
in the record sought by the plaintiffsi therefore the de- 
fendants were perfectly justified in refusing their consent 
to the proposed amendment They also cited and 
referred to Adams v. Power {a) \ OuchterUmy v. GUh 
son {h) ; Cox v. Painter (c) ; Oee v. Swann {d). 



Evans, Ball, and Davison, in support of the rule. In 
this case every thing was ready on both sides, and all the 
costs were lost by the act of the defendants in refosing 
their consent to the amendment The plaintiffs oflfered 
any terms to protect the defendants from ulterior pro-- 
ceedings, should it turn out that the Judge had not the 
power to make the amendment prayed; yet they refused 
their consent, and, therefore, ought not to be entitled to 
those costs which were lost from their own act There 
are numerous cases in the books where the Judge has 
taken upon himself to discharge die jury, but in no one 
was costs given to the defendant The rule is, that each 
party pays his own costs. This principle is laid down in 
Seeley v. Powers {e), Waite v. Spur gin {/), Everett v. 
YoueUs ig). In this case the defendants never objected 
to the Judge discharging the jury, and so they must take 
the legal consequences. By the record, as it now stands, 
it appears that the jury were discharged by the direction 
of the Judge, and so the general rule applies that each 
party pays his own costs. Even supposing that the 
Court has the power to give the defendants their costs, 

(a) 7 C. & P, 76. (6) 4 M. & 0. 461. 

Co) 7 C. & P. 767. (d) 9 lie & W. 685. 

(«) 3 Dowl. P. C. 372. (/) 4 Dowt P. C. 675. 

(9) 3 B. & Ad. 349. 
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still the Court has a discretion in the matter, and this is 
not a case in which the Court will give costs, as the 
failure has been by the act of the defendants. As to the 
power in the Judge to make the amendment, there caiT 
be no doubt, this is decided by The Bishop of Worcester's 
case (a); Ogle v. Moffat (b); and Child v, Harvey {c). 
The record might have been amended by the issue, of 
which it should be a faithful copy. Now here the issue 
paper delivered to the defendants was perfect ; indeed the 
record had the venire and the distringas annexed to it, 
and only the award of venire was wanting. All that was 
asked was, to make the record conformable to the issue 
paper delivered to the defendants, and this they refused 
to consent to. 

Cur. adv. vult. 



Bail Court. 

1848. 

Sleeman 

o. 

The Copper 

Miners of 
England. 



Erle, J. In this case an application was made to 
discharge a rule obtained by the defendant for the costs 
of the day for not proceeding to trial ; and it appeared 
that on the cause being called on at the assizes the jury 
were sworn, when the Judge discovered that the record 
was imperfect, there being no similiter to the plaintiff's 
replication of de injurid, and no award of a venire. The 
learned Judge thought he had no power to amend the 
record without the consent of the defendants, and as that 
was refused he discharged the jury as sworn per incuriam. 
Now it is clear that this amendment might have been 
made if the defendants had consented to the amendment, 
and as it is also clear, upon the authorities, that the Court 
has a discretion in granting or withholding the costs of 
the day, I think that discretion ought to be exercised in 
this case, by refusing to grant them to the defendants, as 

(a) 1 Salk. 48. (6) Barnes, 133. (c) 1 Salk. 147. 

VOL, ir. Q. 
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they were themselves the means of the cause not being 
tried, and the costs wasted, by withholding their consent 
to the amendment The rule will, therefore, be absolute 
to discharge the rule for the costs of the day. 

Rule absolute. 



Jan. 19 & 21. Stindt agaifist Roberts and Another. 



bound by the 
terms of the 
bill of ladings 
not only as to 
the amount of 
freight, but also 
for demur- 



An assignee of \ SSUMPSIT. The declaration stated, that before the 

a bill of lading -^^ . . o . i i it 

who claims and making of the promise, &c., certain cattle bones had 

receives ffoods « !• ^ m jj j n i.^. •■ 

under it, IS been shipped m good order, and well conditioned, upon 

the ship of the plaintiff, by certain persons trading at 
Bremen under the style Rosing & Co., to be delivered 
according to the terms of a certain bill of lading, signed 
by the plaintiff, that is to say, upon the terms following : — 

rage, if he do 

not unload the ** to be delivered in the like good order, and well condi- 
time limited by tioued, at the port of Hull^ unto the order of the said 
lading, ac> Rosing & Co., or to their assigns, they paying freight for 

terns" thlrS ^"^^ ^^'^ S^^^^ *^ *^® '^^^ ^^ ' ^*- ^^' ^^ *^" ^^ ^^ ^^^' 

*"ffi**^%^c"n* *"^ gratuity \L 19^. 6d., with primage and average 
sideration accustomed, the vessel to be discharged in four working 

arise on the 

claim of the days, or 2/. 10*. per day to be paid for laying days." 

consignee, from That the vessel did proceed on her voyage, and arrive at 

will infer a Hull With the said cattle bones on board in the like good 

consignee^to ^ Order and well conditioned as aforesaid, whereof Rosing 

pay such de- ^ q j jj^g defendants had notice. That after the 

murrago as 

well as the signing of the said bill of lading as aforesaid, and before 
document not the detention thereinafter mentioned. Rosing & Co. duly 

legqjly admis- 
sible in evi- 
dence, was admitted to prove certain facts which were proved dUuitde by legal evidence. 
Held, no ground for a new trial. 
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indorsed and signed the said bill of lading, so made and Bail Cowt 
assigned as aforesaid, to the defendants, and the defend- 184^. 



ants then became and were indorsees of the said bill of Stindt 
lading, and the assignees of the said cattle bones, and Roberts 

And Another. 

eatitled to have and receive the same under and by virtue 
of the said bill of lading ; and thereupon afterwards, &c., 
in consideration of the premises, and that the plaintiff, at 
the request of the defendants, would deliver unto the 
defendants as such indorsees and assignees as aforesaid, 
and would suffer and permit them to take the said cattle 
bones according to the terms of, and agreeably to the 
said bill of lading, the defendant then promised the 
plaintiff to accept and take the said cattle bones, on the 
terms and conditions contained in the said bill of lading, 
in that behalf and agreeably thereto, and to discharge the 
said schooner or vessel in four working days, or pay to 
the plaintiff 2L 10«, per day for laying days for the 
detention of the said vessel beyond the four working 
days so allowed for the discharge thereof, as in the said 
bill of lading mentioned. Averment : that the plaintiffs 
were ready and willing to deliver the said cattle bones to 
the order of Rosing & Co., or their assigns, pursuant to 
the bill of lading, and to the said clefendants as assignees 
and indorsees as aforesaid, from the time of making the 
said promise, and that the plaintiff did afterwards deliver, 
and the defendants receive the said cattle bones, upon 
the terms contained in the said bill of lading. Breach : 
that the defendants did not discharge the vessel within 
the said four working days, but detained the vessel for 
three laying days over the said four working days. 

Pleas. First, non assumpserunt ; second, that the 
plaintiff was not ready and willing to deliver the cattle 
bones, modo et forma ; third, that the defendants did not 

q2 
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detain the vessel over the said four working days, modo 
et forma. 

The trial took place on the 4 th oi August j 1847, before 
the undersheriff for HuU^ when evidence was given, on 
behalf of the plaintiff, of admissions made by the defend- 
ants that they were consignees of the cargo, and that the 
cargo was discharged under their directions. Evidence 
was then given that the vessel was detained for three 
days beyond the four working days, and that no demurrage 
had been paid by the defendants for these three laying 
days. The plaintiff did not give any evidence of any 
indorsement by Rosing & Co. of the bill of lading to the 
defendants, but, after proving a notice to produce, the 
bill of lading in the possession of the plaintiffs, was put 
in as secondary evidence of that in the possession of the 
defendants. It was also proved, that an account of the 
freight was made out and sent to the defendants by the 
person whose duty it was to do so, who copied the. same 
into a book called " The Manifest Book." No notice to 
produce the account had been served on the defendants. 
The book was tendered in evidence, and objected to by 
the defendants ; however, the undersheriff admitted it in 
evidence, on the ground that it was in the nature of a 
public document. The entry was in the following 
form : — 

" Manifest of the cargo of the Courier ^ /. D. 
Stindt^ commander, from Bremen. 

" A quantity of cattle bones from H. Roherts 
& Co., 98 tons, 18 cwt., 2 qrs., at 15^. 9(2. £ 
per ton 

" Gratuity to captain . 

" Three days' demurrage 
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The defendants paid the account, except the sum of ^«*' Co^^** 
7/. 10*. for demurrage, which they struck out, '__ 

The undersheriff left two questions to the jury ; first, „. 

. whether the defendants had performed their cohtract ? ai^ AnoAer. 
and second, whether the vessel had been improperly 
detained ? The jury found both questions for the plain* 
tiff; damages 7L lOs. 

In Michaelmas Term last a rule nisi was obtained, 
calling on the plaintiff to shew cause why this verdict 
should not be set aside, and a new trial had ; first, on the 
ground that the Manifest Book was improperly received 
in evidence ; secondly, that there was no evidence of the 
promise set out in the declaration. The rule was also 
moved to arrest the judgment, on the ground that no legal 
contract was shewn on the face of the declaration, the 
consideration as stated being insufficient to support the 
promise alleged. 

Huffh Hill shewed cause. First, as to the question of Jan. 19. 
improper admission of evidence, I cannot now contend 
that the Manifest Book was properly receivable in evi- 
dence, but still as the account, of which it was a copy, 
was a wholly immaterial matter, and there was ample 
evidence to support the contract, without the book, the 
Court will not grant a new trial, simply because an 
immaterial matter was improperly received in evidence. 
In Hughes v. Hughes (a), Alderson, B. says, ^' The 
granting a new trial is in the discretion of the Court, 
although the Court regulates its discretion as nearly as 
possible by the cases applicable to bills of exceptions, 
where evidence has been improperly rejected or admitted. 

(o; 15 M. & W. 70i. 
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Bail Courf. The Couit Will not grant a new trial, if with the evidence 

*"'*'^* rejected a verdict, given for the party ojBTering it, would 

Stindt jjg clearly against the weight of evidence, or if without 

Roberts the evidence received, there would be enough to warrant 

and A&other. ^ " 

the verdict** Now in this case the book did not in any 
way effect the verdict of the jury, and the amount of 
freight and demurrage was abundantly proved, aliunde; 
Alexander v. Barker (a), is also an authority for the 
plaintiff on this point. Secondly, as to the contract, it 
is submitted that there was abundant evidence tp go to 
the jury of the promise s^t out in the declaration. The 
bill of lading was proved by the copy in the plaintiff's pos* 
session, and the defendants received the goods as assig- 
nees under the bill of fading, and thereby became liable to 
fulfil all the conditions in the bill of lading, one of which 
was, to pay demurrage if the ship was kept more than 
four working days in discharging her cargo. The de- 
fendants, as consignees of the goods, have by receiving the 
same, rendered themselves liable to pay the demurrage 
under the terms of the b^l of lading ; Jesson v. Solhf {b) \ 
Scaife v. Tobin (c) ; Harman v. Clarke {d)\ Saunders v. 
Vanzeller (e). Thirdly, the considerations stated on the 
face of the declaration is sufficient to support the pro- 
mise, and the jury have said, by their verdict, that the 
promise was made by the defendants. 

Willes. I admit that the indorsee of a bill of lading 
who takes goods that have been brought from a foreign 
port under that bill of lading, if he be the consignee of 
those goods, and the owner of them, is bound by the 
terms of the bill of lading which the consignor makes as 

(a) 2 Cr. & Jer. 133. (6) 4 Taunt. 52. (c) 3 B. & Ad. 523. 

<rf) 4 Campb. 159. («) 4 Q, B. 260. 
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his agent, but here the defendants are not proved to be Sail Court. 

the ownerSi and are as persons put in to the contract J 

after the goods arrive. The receipt of the bill of lading ^^^^ 
makes no contract unless the party act upon it, the goods .^^^^nntw 
are not carried at the request of the defendant, and a 
new contract arises on the receipt of the goods, which 
is subject to all the rules which ordinary contracts are. 
All that was proved in this case was, that the defendants 
received the bill of lading, and took the goods. The 
only promise which can properly be inferred from this, is 
a contract to pay freight, and not demurrage ; Amos v. 
Temperley (a); Williams v. Thomas {b); Sanders v. 
Vanzeller (c). [£r&, J. May not the defendant's 
conduct and acts imply a contract? There may be a 
contract by the act of a party, as if a man go into a 
shop where he usually deals, and take up an article, say 
nothing, and walk away, a contract would arise, and the 
law would imply a contract to pay for the article; in the 
present case the defendant had the bill of lading in his 
possession, and acts upon it by taking the goods]. But 
we say that if the demurrage be recoverable at all, still 
it is not so under this count. This is not a count in 
special assumpsit, as in Amos v. Temperly^ but this is a 
count charging the defendants with having made a pro- 
mise to pay the demurrage, when he has made no such 
promise. Here it must be admitted by the other side 
that the consignee is not liable, unless he unship the 
cargo. Then as to the point on the admission of the 
Manifest Book, that was clearly wrong, and is admitted to 
be so by the other side, but said not to be a ground for 
new trial ; but how can the Court decide how much the 
admission affected the judgment of the jury in the verdict 

(a) 8 M. & W. 798. {h) 6 JEsp. 18. (c) 4 Q. B. 260. 
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tbey delivered. They are not lawyers, and it might 
have been a chief ingredient in inducing them to give 
the verdict they did, and therefore that is good ground 
for a new trial ; De Rutzen v. Farr (a). Thirdly, 
as to the arrest of judgment, the promise to unload 
alleged in the declaration is not sustained by any valid 
consideration, several matters are alleged to be pro- 
mised, and at most the consideration is only sufficient to 
support a promise to pay the freight, and not as to 
demurrage ; Roscorla v. Tliomaa (6) ; Jackson v. Coh- 
bin (c). 



Erle, J. Those are both cases of past considerations. 



Cz^. advm vult. 



Jan *^K Erle, J. delivered judgment. In this case a rule 

for a new trial had been moved for, and it was objected, 
first, that the admission of the book of the plaintiff in 
evidence for himself, on' the ground that it was a manifest, 
and in the nature of a public document, was wrong. 

But although the book was not admissible to prove 
any fact, still I am of opinion, looking to the nature of 
the entry, that its reception is no ground for a new trial. 
It was a mere statement of the items of the plaintiff's 
claim, viz., that the freight for ninety-eight tons and a 
fraction at \5s, 9d. per ton, amounted to 77Z. 185. Ic2., 
and so forth. 

The facts on which those claims were vested were 
proved by legal evidence, and the book only added the 
results of multiplication and addition. A copy of the 
entry would have been analogous to the ordinary bill of 
the particulars of a plaintiff's demand, which after proof 

(tt) 4 A. & E. 53. (6) 3 Q. B. 234. (c) 8 M. & W. 790. 
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of the items, is often referred to by the jury for separate BaU Court, 
amounts and the sum total, L_ 

It was also objected that there was no evidence of the 
alleged promise to discharge the vessel in four days. 
But the claim of the cargo by the defendant as the 
assignee of the bill of lading, was evidence of an agree- 
ment to the terms therein mentioned, in consideration of 
which the master agreed to deliver the cargo. 

The principle on which the consignee is taken to con- 
tract for the freight and demurrage mentioned in the bill 
of lading, applies in respect of other stipulations therein 
mentioned, and the promise to pay demurrage in case of 
a detention, is in efiect a promise to discharge within the 
limited time, or pay for the detention. It was objected, 
in arrest of judgment, that the consideration, although 
valid for a part of the promise, was invalid as to the part 
relating to discharging the vessel in four days. 

But no principle or authority was adduced to shew 
that a consideration valid, according to the general defi- 
nition, can be insufficient in law to support any promise 
which the contracting party may in fact choose to make 
thereon. 

The objections appears to me to fail, therefore the rule 
must be discharged. 

Rule discharged* 
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Browne against Burton. 

A deed or ^HIS was a rule^ calling upon the plaintiff to shew 

u^es effect^ cause why the warrant of attorney herein, and all 

'^™ ***® cu^ cubsequent proceedings should not be set aside* 

tion, and not fhe warrant of attorney in question, which was in the 

from the day of ^ * 

its apparent ^ordinary form, and contained the usual release of errors, 

date ; but such 

apparent date was Under the seal of the defendant, and bore date the 

is primd facie ^-i, n n w nctAtn 

to be regarded 24tb day 01 February, lo4<7. 

ite execution. The defeasance was in the following words :— " Me- 

m)t^on the^ morandum. The within warrant of attorney is given to 

application of gecure the payment from the within named John Burton 

the assignees * •' 

of a bankrupt, jq the within named George Browne, of the sum of £85/. 

to set aside a 

warrant of on the 20th day of March next, with the lawful interest 

attorney, enter- _. . iii n/ii-«ii 

tain the ques- for the Same, from the date hereof. And it is hereby 
lent prefer- agreed by and between the said parties, that no action, 
feave this^t- execution, or other process or proceedings shall be com- 
cidii by a^ meuced, sued out, or prosecuted against the said John 
J^L . Burton, his heirs, executors, or administrators, or against 
uDon a warrant his or their lands, goods, or chattels, upon the judgment 

of attorney is * o 

issued for too to be entered up in pursuance of the within warrant, 

much, the 

Court will only until default shall happen to be made in payment of the 

set it aside 

pro ianto. sums above mentioned, and interest for the same as afore- 
said, but if default shall be made in payment of the said 
sum, the said George Browne shall be at liberty to issue 
execution for the whole amount of principal and interest 
remaining unpaid, besides costs of judgment and execu- 
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tion^ sheriff's poundage, officers' fees, and other inci- 
dental expenses." This defeasance also bore date the 
g4th day of February, 1847. 

The warrant of attorney and defeasance were, however, 
actuaHy executed on the 20th March, 1847, and were 
afterwards kept by the defendant in his possession until 
the S9th of that month, when he delivered them over to 
the plaintiff, who immediately issued and levied execution 
for the whole amount mentioned in the defeasance. At 
these respective dates there was but little more than 100/. 
actually due from the defendant to the plaintiff^ but a 
further sum of S002. originally due from the defendant to 
the plaintiff had been secured by the joint and several 
promissory note of the defendant and a gentleman of the 
name of Hill, which was not yet payable. Shortly after 
the execution levied, the defendant was made a bankrupt, 
and the rule was obtained by his assignees to set aside the 
proceedings upon the following grounds : — first, because 
the warrant of attorney was given by way of fraudulent 
preference; secondly, because the warrant of attorney 
was given and execution issued, for much more than was 
due; and thirdly, because execution was issued too 
soon. 



BaU Court. 

1848. 

Browne 
Burton. 



Barstow now shewed cause. • No doubt the affidavits 
on which the rule was obtained shew aprimdfacie case, 
but these are met by the affidavits of the plaintiff, and 
even if it were otherwise, this Court would not decide such 
a question, and deprive the plaintiff of the intervention of 
a jury. On the second ground, it cannot be denied that 
the assignees are entitled to relief, as it must be admitted 
that the execution was issued for too much ; but that is only 
ground for amending the writ of fi. fa., and reducing the 



1848. 



Bbowne 

BUBTON. 
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« 

Bail Court, execution. It is no reason for setting aside the proceed- 
ings. On the third point, it is submitted that the Court 
ought not to interfere. No doubt there are some old 
cases which decide that a deed shall speak from the day 
of its execution, and not from the day of its date ; but 
the true test is, what was the meaning of the parties ? and 
it is quite clear here that the parties could never have 
intended that execution should not issue until the 20th 
December, 1848, as will no doubt be contended on the 
other side. Besides the authorities relied upon on the 
other side wefe cases upon the construction of deeds. 
A warrant of attorney is not necessarily a deed, and the 
Court will not extend the principle of these cases, when 
the result, of such a course must be to defeat the real 
intention of the parties. 

Prideaux contra. This warrant is under seal, and 
must be so, as it contains a release of errors. The 
assignees have therefore a right in this argument to call 
upon the Court to treat it as a deed ; but it is unnecessary 
to do so, for the principle to be extracted from the case 
is, that every document, whether under seal or not, shall 
speak from the time when it takes effect, that is to say, 
from the day of its execution, if a deed, and from the 
time when it was made, if not under seal. This is clear 
from Clayton's case (a). The question there was, whe- 
ther the deed should speak from the day when it was 
made, or from the day when it was executed. PHmd 
facie a deed speaks from the day that it bears date, but 
nothing so absurd was ever thought of, as that it should 
speak from the day it bears date, when that date is 

(a) 5 Coke, I. 
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proved to be a false one. This distinction between the Bait Court, 
alleged date, and the true date, has been recognised in *^^^' 
an anonymous case in Salkeld (a). Oskey v. Sir Baptist Browne 
Hicks (J), and Steele v. Mart (c), are further authorities Burton. 
to shew that a document speaks from the day on which it 
is made or executed, and not from the day on which it 
bears date. 

It is further submitted that this warrant of attorney 
and all the subsequent proceedings must be set aside, on 
the ground that the warrant was given, and the execution 
issued for more than was due. It is conceded that the 
Court will not set aside the proceedings where the 
execution has issued for too much, through mere mistake, 
and the defendant has not been prejudiced. But it is 
impossible to say here that there was a mere mistake, or 
that the defendant and the assignees have not been pre- 
judiced. And where these things cannot be predicated 
the proceedings ought to be set aside. This is the fair 
result to be drawn from Tilby v. Best (d) ; Laroche v. 
Wasbrough {e) ; Mouys v. Leake (/), and M^Cormac v. 
Melton {g). Then with regard to the question of fraudu- 
lent preference, it is clear, from the plaintiff's own affi- 
davit, that the warrant of attorney was given by way of 
fraudulent preference. 

Patteson, J. It is no use to enter upon that. I will 
not set aside a warrant of attorney upon motion, on the 
gTQund that it was given by way of fraudulent preference. 

Cur, adv. vult, 

(a) See 3 Salk. 120. (&) Cro. Jac 263. (c) 4 B. & C. 272. 

(d) 16 East, 163. (e) 2 T. R. 737. (/) 8 T. R. 41 1. 

(g) 1 A. &E. 331. 
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Bail Court Denman, C J. delivered judgment for Patteson, J. 
'__ One of the objections in this case was, that the execu- 



_ • ^^ tion was issued too soon* That the defeasance^ stating 

BOWKS ^jjg warrant of attorney to be for securing the payment 

ButtTON. of 285i on the 20th day of March next, with lawful 
interest for the same from the date hereof^ and this 
warrant of attorney being executed on the 20th March, 
1847, the principal money was not payable till the 
flOth March, 1848. If the warrant of attorney had on 
the face of it borne date 20th March, 1847, that would 
undoubtedly have been so, and the question is, whether 
the circumstance of the date apparent on the face of 
the instrument, being the 24th of February, 1847, makes 
any difference. 

Now the rule uniformly acted upon from the time of 
ClaytofCs case (a) to the present day is, that a deed or 
other writing must be taken to speak from the time of 
the execution, and not from the date apparent on the 
face of it That date is indeed to be taken primd facie 
as the true time of execution ; but as soon as the con- 
trary appears, the apparent date is to be utterly disre- 
garded. The case o{ Steele v« Mart{b) is precisely in 
point. 

It is to be observed here, that by the language of 
the defeasance the principal was not to be paid on the 
very day of the execution of the instrument, for it pro- 
vides for payment of interest from the date hereof. 
Neither was this warrant of attorney, although executed 
on the 20th March, delivered to the plaintiff until the 



(«) 6 Rep. Q) 4 B. & C. 272. 
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29th, nine days after the time, when it is contended the SaU QmH. 
principal sum by ji. became due. ^^^' 

Upon the whole I am of opinion that the rule of law Browne 
is clearly that the 20th of March mentioned in thie Burton. 
defeasance must be taken to be the 20th March, 184!8, 
whatever may have been the intention of the parties, and 
that the execution, being premature, the rule to set it 
aside must be made absolute, but not to set aside either 
the warrant of attorney itself, or the judgment, and 
without costs, because the rule asks for too much. 

I am of opinion that I cannot enter into the question 
of fraudulent preference, and that as to the excess in the 
execution, if good at all, the execution would only be 
set aside pro tanto. 

Rule accordingly. 



n 
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May 5 and 9. NiND agablSt RhODES. 

SlS^^iSL" JN this case the plaintiff had sued the defendant as the 

within the acceptor of a bill of exchange for the amount of 12/., 

l«SHn section 

of the 9 & 10 and at the trial obtained a verdict for that sum. Both 

Viet c. 95, and 

are not within the parties resided within the limits of the jurisdiction of 

tionofthatact, the Clerkenwell Metropolitan County Court, 

if the amount ^^ Hilary Term, Barstow obtained a rule, calling upon 

20/?the*Coumy *^® plaintiff to shew cause why the judgment should not 

Court has ex- jjg entered for the amount of the verdict alone, or why a 

elusive and not ' ^ 

merely concur- suggestion should not be entered to deprive the plaintiff 

rent junsdic- oo ^ * * 

tion over them, ofcosts. The affidavit upon which the rule nisi was 

Upon a mo- 
tion to enter a obtained, stated all the facts necessary to bring the case 

siifiTflrestion to 

derive a within the 9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, s. 129 (a), but did not 

£u obtained a ^^ate that the Judge who tried the cause had not certified 

verdict in one 

of the supenor . v r|^. ^^^^ enacts, *< That if any action shall be commenced after 

Courts m an ^ ' * ^ 

action triable in the passing of this act in any of her Mj^esty's superior Courts of Record for 

^e Countjr ^nj cause other than those lasdy hereinbefore specified, for which a plaint 

costs it is not ™%^t have been entered in any Court holden under this act, and a verdict 

necessary that shall be found for the plaintiff for a less sum than twenty pounds, if the said 

the amdavit action is founded on contract, or less than five pounds if it be founded on 

should negative '^ 

the fact, Uiat tort, the said plaintiff shall have judgment to recover such sum only, and no 

the Judge who costs, and if a verdict shall not be found for the plaintiff, the defendant 

had certified ^^^4 ^ entitled to his costs as between attorney and client, unless in either 

that it was fit case the Judge who shall try the cause shaU certify on the back of the 

to be brought record that the action was fit to be brought in such superior Court." 

in such supe- ^' 

rior Court ; the 

fact of there 

being such certificate (if it really had been given) being peculiarly within the knowledge of 

the plaintiff and if relied on must come from him. 



May 5. 
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on the back of the record that the action was Jit to be Bail Caun. 

brought in the superior Court _ 

Kind 

V. 

Lush shewed cause. There are two objections to this ^^o^^- 

rule. First : the affidavit upon which the rule was ob- - 
tained does not state that the Judge at the trial did not 
certify that the action was fit to be brought in the 
superior Courts as provided by sect. 129 of the 9 & 10 
Fict. c. 95 ; if the Judge had so certified there would be 
no ground for this motion. Except for this section the 
plaintiff would, as a matter of course, be entitled to his 
costs ; the defendant therefore, if he seeks to avail himself 
of this section, must shew that he is completely within it, 
which he can only do by stating that no such certificate 
was given. It is not as though this proviso were in 

another section, in which case it would be for the party 

• 

seeking to avail himself of it to bring it before the Court, 
but here it is in the same section. And it may well be, 
that all which the defendant has stated may be true, and 
yet that the Judge has in fact given his certificate, in 
which case the plaintiff would be entitled to his costs. 

[His Lordship here called upon Barstow to answer 
the objection.] 

Barstow f contra. If such a certificate had really been 
given, the fact should come from the plaintiff, as it is 
peculiarly within his knowledge, he having the record. 
The defendant might know nothing of it even if it existed, 
as it may have been granted after the trial, or indeed after 
this rule had been obtained. The present proceeding is 
merely to inform the conscience of the Court, and is not 
final upon the plaintiff, as he may traverse the suggestion. 

YOI*. II. R 
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Bail Qfurt. [His Lordship here said he would hear Mr. Luth on 
1848^ the other objection.] 

NiND 
V. 

Rhodes. Lush. Secondly : bills of exchange are not within the 

operation of the 129th section, inasmuch as, they are 
within the 128th section, which enacts, ** that all actions 
and proceedings which, before the passing of this act, 
might have been brought in any of her Miyesty's superior 
Courts of record where the plaintiff dwells more than 
twenty miles from the defendant, or where the cause of 
action did not arise whoUy or in some ouUerial point 
within the jurisdiction of the Court within which the 
defendant dweUs or carries on his business at the time of 
the action brought,** &c., '' may be brought and deter* 
mined in any such superior Court at the election of the 
party suing or proceeding, its if this act had not been 
passed.** A bill of exchange has no idea of locality 
attached to it, and, therefore, the cause of action cannot 
be said to arise in any particular place. {Coleridge^ J. 
Would not that apply to most cases of contract?] No; 
there is a distinction in such cases. In actions upon bills of 
exchange the venue cannot be changed, and for the reason 
that there is no locality attaching to such instruments, but 
the cause of action follows the person of the holder. The 
Legislature must be taken to have framed the foregoing 
section with reference to this well known rule of law. 

Barstow, contra. If the Legislature had intended any 
exception to the general rule it has laid down, in favour 
of bills of exchange, it would so have expressed it; but 
whilst it has in the 58th section very minutely piointed 
out what kinds of actions the County Courts shall 
not try, it has made no reference to bills of exchange. 
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and yet it is clear that it had these securities under JSuU Court. 
its consideration, for, in sect 97, power is given to ^^4f8. 
the high bailiff to hold bills of exchange when seized Nind 
for the benefit of the plaintiff, and gives the plaintiff Rhodes. 
power to sue upon them. The object of the act was to 
give a cheap and speedy remedy for causes of action not 
exceeding twenty pounds, and there is no reason in prin- 
ciple why bills of exchange should have been excluded* 
[Lush. I do not contend that the County Court has not 
concurrent jurisdiction, but that the jurisdiction of the 
superior Courts is not taken away.] 

Coleridge, J* I understand it to be admitted that 
the County Court may have concurrent jurisdiclion, but 
it is contended, that in the case of a bill of exchange the 
plaintiff has still a right to bring his action in the superior 
Courts, and that he cannot be deprived of his costs 
under the 1 29th section of the County Courts' Act The 
section of the 9 & 10 Viet. c. 95, which gives the 
County Court its general powers is the 58th, by which 
it has jurisdiction in all pleas of personal actions, where 
the debt or damages claimed is not more than twenty 
pounds ; and then there is a proviso which is very 
minute, and which excludes any action of ejectment, and 
many other causes of action. Now it is clear that bills 
of exchange would come within the general words of 
this section^ and it is equally clear that they are not 
within the exception: then if the County Court has a 
general jurisdiction over them, what is there which ex- 
cludes them? I do not find anything in the I29th section 
which gives a concurrent jurisdiction except where the 
cause of action '' did not arise wholly or in some material . 
point within the jurisdiction of the Court within which 

R 2 
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BaU Court. 
1848. 

Nino 

V 

Rhodes. 



the defendant dwells or carries on his business at the 
time of the action brought." I think that unless you can 
shew that the cause of action did not arise within the 
jurisdiction^ that the jurisdiction of the County Court 
must be considered to have attached, and I think that it 
has done so in the present instance. Upon that ground 
of objection, therefore, the objection fails. I will consider 
the objection upon the affidavit 

Cur. adv. vulL 



CoLERiDGR, J. The remaining question on which I 
suspended my judgment, because it promised to be of 
frequent recurrence, was raised by the following circum- 
stances* The affidavit on which the rule was founded 
for entering a suggestion to deprive the plaintiff of his 
costs, stated all the circumstances which were necessary 
primd facie to bring the case within the 129th section of 
the 9 & 10 VicU c. 95, but it did not negative that a 
certificate had been granted by the Judge who tried the 
cause that it was fit to be tried before him. And in 
shewing cause, Mr. Lush relied on this, alleging truly, 
that everything in the affidavit might be true and yet 
there might be no ground for the rule. 

But I am of opinion that the answer given by Mr. 
Barstow is satisfactory. Primd facie the statute deprives 
the plaintiff of his costs under the circumstances stated 
in the affidavit ; the fact relied on by the plaintiff would 
make the case an exception, and it is one peculiarly 
within his knowledge ; if the certificate were granted at 
all, it would have been so on his application ; if, therefore, 
he intended to rely on it, it was for him to bring it forward. 
As he has not done so, he cannot rely on the silence of 
the other side. The rule, therefore, will be absolute. 

Rule absolute. 
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ZoHRAB against Smith. ^^ ^^' 

QN a former day Willes obtained a rule, calling upon ^^^^^J^^J^ 

the Judge of the Bhomsbury County Court of Mid- ^^/""^^^ 
dlesex. and the plaintiff, to shew cause why a writ of under sect. 78 , 

,. , , ^ ofthe9&10 

prohibition should not issue to prohibit the said Court net. c 95, 
from further proceeding in the plaint or action in that Act), & is pro- 
Court between the above plaintiff and defendant, and ^^ ^^^^g^ ^^j^re 
from carrying into execution, or otherwise giving effect ~ra'° 
to the judgment therein of that Court, and why the said piMnt shall not 
Court should not be prohibited from paying the sum of served per- 

^ .7 8onallY,andtne 

24/. 5s. 8d.y paid into Court, under the said judgment, to defendant shall 

not appear at 

any other person than the defendant. From the affidavit the return day, 
upon which the rule was obtained, it appeared that on proved to the 
Tuesday, the 14th of December last, the defendant ^eJ^Tthat 
received from his servant the summons, in the present gu^h g'^nmons 
case, to appear at the County Court for Bloomshiry^ on ^^^"Ydff 
the following 23rd, (to answer the plaintiff on a contract of the defend- 

• ant ten clear 

for fixtures) which had been left at his house the same days before the 

- ,1 « , . , . said return day. 

afternoon; that he was aware of the service being £eU,thatwho- 
insufficient, but instructed his attorney to apply to a gudi gammons 
Judge at Chambers to remove the cause into this Court, ^^^^thuf 
and the summons having been attended by both parties, Jj? ™e»ning of 

^ J r ' this rule, was a 

an order was made on the 18th DecemheVi that the cause <^uestion en- 
tirely for the 

should be removed into the Queen's Bench, the defend- consideration 

of the Judge of 

ant undertaking, in case he succeeded, to pay the extra the County 
costs of the plaintiff, occasioned by the removal, if the this Court will 
Judge should certify that it was a fit cause for the County ^°[h ^Is dis^ 

cretion. 
Held^ also, that it is the cause of action, and not the sufficiency of the service of the sum- 
mons which gives the County Court its jurisdiction to hear a given case. 



ZoHEA9 

9. 

Smith. 
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Baa Cimru Couit ; that the order was duly served, and an appearance 
entered in the Queen's Bench by the defendant at the suit 
of the plaintifl^ and that it was believed by the defendant 
that all was done which was necessary* That believing 
that the plaint was duly removed, neither the defendant 
nor his attorney attended on the return of the summons. 
That.on the 89th December, defendant learnt that the 
plaint had been heard in the County Court on the SSrd 
of Deeemher^ That on the 30th defendant* issued a 
certiorari upon the Judge's order, and took it to the 
County Court, where he learnt that the plaint had t>een 
determined in the plaintiff's favour. That on the ISth 
of January next defendant applied for a new trial, upon 
which occasion the aflSdavits of the defendant, his daughter 
and servant were used, in which they deposed to proof of 
the service of the summons being on the 14tb of De* 
cemb^. That upon that occasion the bailiff was examined, 
who deposed to service on the 11th of i)ec^m&^, and 
that the defendant's wife and daughter were also examined. 
It was further sworn that upon this occasion the Judge of 
the County Court said, ** that he was of opinion that the 
said summons was served on Saturdays the 11th Decern- 
ber, though it had not come to the knowledge of the 
defendant until the Tuesday following, but as he felt that 
the 11th rulew^is a very inconvenient one, very slight 
evidence satisfied him, with regard to the service;" that he 
admitted that in this case he had no evidence whatever 
that the summons had come to the knowledge of the said 
defendant before the 14th oi Decemhery and that he went 
on to say that he thought that the irregularity was one 
which the said defendant might waive, and as he was of 
opinion that he, the defendant, had by the application to 
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a Judge at Chambersi waived the irregularity, he should BaU Couh. 
dismiss the application with costs, but that he gave the ^^^' 
defendant leave to make another application for a new trial ZoaaAB 
on an affidavit of merits, and that he should be disposed Smith. 
to grant a new trial, one of the terms being that the cause 
should not be removed from the County Court That 
the Judge further ordered the sum of Hi. 68* 8d.^ which 
had been paid into Court under the order made on the 
SSrd December^ to be retained in Court for a fortnight 
No steps were taken to obtain a new trial upon the 
merits. The affidavits in answer did not materially alter 
the facts, but stated that on the S3rd of December, when 
the cause was originally heard, it was proved to the satis- 
faction of the Judge that the service of the summons had 
come to the knowledge of the defendant ten clear days 
before the return day. By sect. 78 of the 9 & 10 Vict 
c. 95, power is given to the Judges of the superior Courts 
to frame rules for regulating the practice of the County 
Courts, and in pursuance of this enactment, rules had 
been framed, by the 11th of which it is ^^ provided that in 
all cases where a summons to appear to a plaint shall not 
have been served personally, and the defendant shall not 
appear on the return day, it must be proved to the satis- 
faction of the Judge that the service of such summons 
has come to the knowledge of the defendant ten clear 
days before the said return day.** 

The present rule was obtained on the grounds, first, 
That the Judge of the County Court had no power to 
bear the cause in the absence of the defendant, as the. 
summons had not come to the knowledge of the defendant 
ten clear days before the day of the return, pursuant to 
the 1 1th rule. Secondly, That the order of the Judge at 
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BaU Court Chambers having been duly served before the hearing, 
the cause thereby became removed from the County 



ZoHRA. Court (a). 

Smith. 



Knowles and Hawkins shewed cause. This is a matter 
of practice in the County Court, with which this Court 
will not interfere. The material question is not what 
took place on the application for a new trial on the 13th 
of Januartff but whether or not the Judge was satisfied 
on the 23rd of December , before he tried the cause, that 
the 11th rule had been properly complied with. If he 
was then satisfied he had jurisdiction to try, and it matters 
not that on a subsequent occasion doubts may have been 
created in his mind as to the service ; but even if it can 
be clearly shewn that the Judge was wrong in the con- 
clusion to which he arrived, yet as it was a matter 
peculiarly for his discretion, this Court will not interfere. 

JFilles, contra. Upon the application for a new trial, 
the Judge admitted that he believed the summons had not 
come to the knowledge of the defendant until the 14th of 
December, that being so, the 11th rule had not been 
complied with, and the Judge had no jurisdiction to try 
the cause. The defendant has not been heard at all 
in his defence, and his refusal to ask for a new trial upon 
the merits arose from his refusal to comply with the 
terms sought to be imposed upon him. 

(Several other points were argued, which the judgment 
renders immaterial). 

(a) This second ground was abandoned upon the argument, it being 
admitted that the order itself, without a writ of certiorari, does not remove 
the cause. 
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C0LBRIDGS5 J. If some of the points argued in this BaU Court. 
case had been materiali I should have taken time to have *"^' 
considered them^ but I can well dispose of this case upon Zohrab. 
a plain and an intelligible ground. I take it that a writ Smith. 
of prohibition never issues, merely because a step that 
has been taken in the Court below may have been 
unwise or unjust, but only when we find that the Court 
has exceeded, or is about to exceed its jurisdiction. Now, 
in the present case the inferior Court has acted upon two 
occasions, once on the ^rd of December , and again on 
the 13th xA January following, and it is said that on the 
first of those occasions it acted without jurisdiction. Let 
me concede, for the sake of argument, that on the first 
occasion the proof of due service of the summons was a 
condition precedent to the right of the Court to enter 
upon the case, and this is stating the case most strongly 
for the defendant The rule directs that in all cases 
where a summons to appear shall not have been served 
personally, and the defendant shall not appear on the 
return, it must be proved to the satisfaction of the Judge 
that the service of such summons has come to the know- 
ledge of the defendant ten clear days before the said 
return day. In the present case there is certainly no 
direct evidence of what was the form of proof put before 
the Judge on the S3rd of December^ but it is sworn that 
such proof was to the satisfaction of the Judge ; but 
whatever the proof may have been, whether or not to his 
satisfaction, was for him alone to determine, and although 
I may now say that if I had been in his situation, and had 
heard the evidence or seen the affidavit, I may not have been 
satisfied, yet it was a matter entirely within his discretion, 
with which I cannot interfere. But when I thus argue, 
as though it were necessary in order to originate jurisdic- 
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BttU Court tion that this proof should be given, I by no means wish 

L. it to be understood that such is my opinion, for I should 

ZoBAAB ^y ^^ j^ 1^ entirely the other way, and that if the cause 

^''"'^ of action is witliin the jurisdiction of the Court, that this 
is merely a rule to direct the Judge in the exercise of his 
discretion. It may, indeed, be compared to a notice of 
trial. If no notice of trial had been given in an action in 
one of the superior Courts, it would certainly be a ground 
for a new trial, but such notice would not be necessary 
to give jurisdiction to try. So much, therefore, as to 
what took place on the 23rd of December. Then, as to 
the proceedings on the 13th of January. The defendant 
was then before the Court, and what there took place is 
very strong against the argument of Mr. fFiUes, for the 
Judge said, ^' I am now satisfied that the summons was 
served on the 11th of December, but not that it came to 
the knowledge of the defendant before the 14th ;** and he 
might well say so on that occasion, and so declare his 
opinion on the conflict of evidence, that if all those facts 
had been brought before him on the 23rd of December, 
he should not have decided as he did. But this has really 
nothing to do with his decision upon the £3rd o{ De- 
cember, which is the occasion to which we must look. 
Upon this short point, I think, the rule must be dis- 
charged. 
, Rule discharged, without^costs. 
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M'Grbgor against Fiskin, Apniio. 



T^HE defendant in this case was a Scotch bankrupt, By the 2& 3 

-■. yjd^ c. 41, 

and, being in London, was arrested at the suit of the g. 17, <<' An 
plaintiff upon a Judge's order, made pursuant to the lating theu^* 
1 & 2 Fict. c. 110, 8. 8, upon an affidavit that the de- ST^SJSfof 
fendant was about to leave England and go to Scotland. ^pu*Mh?" 
It appeared that the defendant, having complied with the Lord Ordinary 

'^^ » o r „ authorued to 

requisites of the 2 & 3 Vict. c. 41, " An Act for regula- g»nt a war- 
rant of protec- 
ting the sequestration of the Estates of Bankrupts in tionandlibe- 

Scotland!* he received from the Lord Ordinary a warrant confinement to 
of protection and liberation from confinement under sect, r^pt ^^o has ' 
17 of the last mentioned act, which warrant, by sect 18 j^^^^f ^Jt- 
it is enacted, " shall protect or liberate the debtor from !!^S^^a'' " 
arrest or imprisonment in Great Britain and Ireland, this warrant 

^ ... " shall protect 

and her Majesty's other dominions, for civil debt con- or liberate the 

1 . 1 1 i» 1 • 1 « debtor from 

tracted previous to the date of the sequestration, but such arrest and im- 
warrant of protection or liberation shall not be of any ^^^^^'^it^n 
effect against the execution of a warrant of arrest or ^dhe?^ 
imprisonment in meditatione fugtB^ or ad factum prcss^ ^^^'^'^^\ 
tandum, or for any criminal acL^ At the time of the ^^^ ^i^ «>«*- 

^ *' tracted pre- 

defendant's arrest he had the warrant of protection, which ▼ions to the 

date of the se- 

was duly verified as properly granted. The debt for questration, 
which be was arrested was contracted previous to the ^L't^^f^^ 
date of the sequestration. SoS shaif^t" 

be of any effect 
against the ex- 
ecation of a warrant of arrest or imprisonment in m«lito<ume/i(^<e, or adfaetmii priettandum, 
or /br any crinUtud tut.** The defendant who had such a warrant of protection was arrested 
whilst in London^ at the suit of a creditor, (for a debt within the meaning of the foregoing 
section) upon a Judge's order, made under the 1 & 2 FieL c. 110, s. 3, upon an affidaint 
that the defendant was about to leave England, and go to Scotland, Hddj upon an applica- 
tion for the defendant's discharge, that tiie going back to SeoUand was not a fnga within 
the meaning of the act, which means an attempt to escape from the dominions of Grtat 
Britain, and that the defendant was entitled to bie discharged. 
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BaU Covrt. Montoffu Smith now applied for a rule, calling upon 
^848. the sheriffs of London and the plaintiff to shew cause 

M'Gbegob why the defendant should not be discharged out of the 
FisKiN. custody of the said sheriffs. [Wightman, J. The ques- 
tion iS| whether the words meditatione fugcB apply to this 
case ?] Exactly so. The defendant was arrested under 
the 1 & S Vict. c. 110; s. 8, which provides, that if the 
plaintiff makes affidavit ** that the defendant, or any one 
or more of the defendants, is or are about to quit England^ 
unless he or they be forthwith apprehended, it shall be 
lawful for such Judge, by a special order, to direct that 
such defendant or defendants so about to quit England^ 
shall be held to bail for such sum as such Judge shall 
think fit, not exceeding the amount of the debt and 
damages," &c. But the S & 3 VicU c. 41, under which 
the defendant claims his protection, and which was passed 
subsequently to the 1 & 2 Vict, c 110, was clearly not 
intended to apply to a case like the present, in which the 
defendant was actually about to go back to Scotland^ 
where he will meet his creditors, and from whence he 
obtained his protection. The words meditatione fuga 
must be taken to mean running away from his bank- 
ruptcy, biit here he is actually going back, and this arrest 
prevents his doing so, and keeps him away from his 
creditors. In a recent case of Jones v. Anstruther (a), the 
defendant was discharged under similar circumstances. 

WilleSf who shewed cause in the first instance, contra. 
The question is, what construction is to be put upoti the 
words meditatione fugce ? These are general words, 

(a) Not reported. 



FiSKIN. 
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and are sufficiently large to include the defendant in this ^^fJ^' 

case. In a case before Mr. Baron Parke at Chambers, 

M^Gbeoor 
his Lordship refused to discharge a Scotch bankrupt, who _ 9. 

had his protection, but who was going to leave England 

and go to Toronto. [Wightman, J. That is a different 

case : there .the defendant was going away from Great 

Britain.'] Suppose he was not going back to Scotland, 

he might go first to Ireland, and then to America, and so 

evade the process of the Court. If it is to be held that 

the defendant is privileged to leave one part of the 

Queen's dominions and go to another, then he may go to 

any of the colonies, and cannot be stopped. The words 

must mean an intention to leave that part of the country 

where he is staying for the time being. 

Montagu Smith having replied, 
[His Lordship said' he would speak to Mr. Baron 
Parke as to the case referred U^hy Willes\. 

WiGHTMAN, J. My Brother Parke informs me, that 
his decision in the case referred to was founded upon the 
fact that the defendant was sworn to have been going to 
Toronto. It seems to me that in this case the defendant 
is entitled to his rule ; and that the words meditatione 
fuga do not contemplate that, state of things which appears 
to exist in the present case, where a party being in 
England is proposing to go to Scotland, where he in fact 
obtained his protection. I may observe here, that this 
act is subsequent to the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 1 10, and if there 
is any inconsistency between the two acts, the words of 
the act last passed ought to prevail. The protection 
extends io Great Britain and Ireland^ and her Majesty's 
other dominions, unless the defendant meditates flight. 
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Aofl Omri. j/f^jf |,o^ ^g,, {^ |^ gg^^ ^^ j],^ retttrninff back to Scot- 
* _ land is theyb^ contemplated by this act? It appears 



Jl*^^ to me most decidedly not, but that it means some attempt 
FisKiN. (Q escape from the dominions of Oreai Briiaitit and not 
merely going from one part to another. The rule, 
therefore, to discharge the defendant will be absolute. 

Rule absolute, the defendant to bring no action. 



^*y ^^' Sparrows against Rbrd. 



The defendant 1|f ANDAMUS to the Judgc of the County Coort of 

was sued in the ^*-'* 

Ck>imty Court, Essex, held at Brighton, to give e£^t to his judg- 

tiff obtained ' mont, prouounccd on the ISth o{ November, 1847. From 
i»ittrnotbei^ ^^^ ^^^ ^ Stated on affidavit, it appeared that in the 
sib^uenS^' month of October kst t^e plaintiff entered his plaint 
the d^endant against the defendant in the above Court for SOL, and 

moved for a ^ 

new trial, and that on the ISth of JVbr^m&ef following, it not being a 

at the same ^ . 

time reauired jury cause, it Came on for hearing before the Judge, 

that it should 

be tried before when he gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount 
app^tions claimed, with costs. Upon the 27th of November the 
^thepiaintiff, defendant moved for a new trial, and at the same time 
however ' requested that the cause might be tried before a jury. 
granted the Qq()| thcsc applications were resisted by the plaintiff 

application m * "^ ^ mt 

both respects, Xhc Judge, however^ made an order for a new trial on 

on certain 

terms, tM<«r certain conditions, amongst others, that the defendant 

oKa, that the 

defendant 

should pay a certain sum to the plaintiff for the costs of the application ; this sum being 




functions upon an apphcation for a new trial to direct that the case should be tried by a 
juij: Hdd, that the plaintiff by acceptin|r the costs of the qiplication for a new trial, bad 
waived his right to object to the second tnal. 
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should pay the plaindff a certun ram for the coats of the ^in Oo-f*- 
application ; and he also directed that the cause should 
be tried by a jury. On the 10th of the following De- s^^^^^we 
cember the cause came on for trial before a jury, when a ^^-^o- 
verdict was returned for the defendant. 

Hugh HiU now moved accordingly. The plaintiff has 
a right to have the judgment pronounced in his favour 
upon the first trial carried into effect, inasmuch as the 
Judge had no power to grant a new trial before a jury, as 
he did, and which trial, therefore, was a nullity. SecL 78 
of the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, enables certain Judges of the 
Courts at Westminster to make certain rules for regulating 
the practice of the County Courts ; and rule 20 provides 
that '* every notice of a demand of a jury, where the debt 
or demand claimed shall exceed five pounds, must be 
made in writing to the clerk of the Court, two clear days 
before the return of the summons." The Judge pos- 
sesses no power to make it a term of the new trial that it 
should be tried by a jury. {Coleridge^ J. Did the plaintiff 
appear on the second trial and did he receive the costs ?] 
He did so, but that would not deprive him of the right 
to take this objection, as he protested agtdnst the right 
of the Judge to impose such terms. 

Coleridge, J. The point intended to be raised is 
undoubtedly a very important one, and will, no doubt, at 
some time come before the Court for consideration ; but 
I think that in this particular case, as the plaintiff appears 
to have acquiesced by taking the costs, I ought not to 
grant a rule. If he had merely gone to the trial, and no 
more, there would have been nothing, I think, to have 
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Bail Cowrt, prevented bis coming for this rulei as it may be said that 

L__ he was to a certain extent bound to have attended the 

trial, but he certainly was not bound to have accepted the 
costs, by doing which, I think he has precluded himself 
from now asking for this rule. 

Rule refused. 



Sparaowe 



Reed. 



Nov. 25. The Queen against The Duke of Grafton and 
^y^^- others, Justices of Suffolk. 

Ex parte Bunn, 

When the per- JN Michaelmas Term, Worlledge obtained a rule, 

son against -■- iTxt#»^ ii_ i. 

whom a sum- calling upon the Duke of Grafton and three other 
tained under justices of Suffolk, and one Mary Smith, to shew cause 
a^oi?app«^ why a writ of certiorari should not issue to remove into 
5f ;?«i!!!;!!f • this Court a certain order, dated the 1st day of November, 

11 18 ncoessary 

that the order 1847, adjudging one John Philip Bunn to be the putative 

made upon him a o o j. & 

should state father of a bastard child. The order in question was in 

that the evi- 
dence was the following form : — 

given in his 
presence and 

spedaFcircum. Suffolk, "f At a petty session of her -Majesty's justices of 

be^Smed, shew- ^^ ^^^ 3 *^® peace for the county of Suffolk, holden in 

th!t AritiT" and for the division of Blackburn, in the said 

dence was not county, at Ixworth, on the first day of Novem- 

so given. •' •' 

An order of f^er, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight 

amhation 

stated the ap- hundred and forty-seven, before us, the Duke of 

pearance of the 

putative father, 

but the words ** in the presence and hearing of the said/' (as provided for by the schedule 

to the 8 Viet c. 10), were struck out. Held, on a motion for a certiorari to quash the 

order, that the order was bad for this omission. 
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Oraftonj Edward Bridgma% Esquire, Richard Ban Court. 

Norton Cartwrigki, Esquire> and the Reverend ^8"^^' 

Augustus Fitzroy, Clerk, four of her Majesty's \^^ 
justices of the peace for the said county. 

Whereas one Mary Smithy single woman^ residing at 
Bamingham, within this division, did, on the twentieth 
day of October, in the year of our Lord one thousand 
eight hundred and forty-seven, having been delivered of 
a bastard child within twelve calendar months prior 
thereto^ make application to Edward Bridgman, Esquire, 
one of her Majesty's justices of the peace acting for this 
divisiont for a summons to be served upon one John 
Philip Bunn, of Hopton, in the said county, farmer, 
whom she alleged to be the father of the said child, and 
the said justice thereupon issued his summons to the said 
John Philip Bunn to appear to a petty session to be 
holden on this day for this division, in which the said 
justice usually acts, to answer her complaint touching the 
premises* And whereas the said John Philip Bunn^ 
having been duly served with the said summons within 
forty days from this day, and now appearing in pursuance 
thereof, and the said Mary Smith having now applied to 
us, the justices, in petty sessions assembled, for an order 
upon the said John Philip Bunn, according to the form 
of the statute in such case made and provided. And it 
being now proved to us in the preeonce wtd- kodring -ef sie. 
ih9 said that the said child was, since the passing of an 
act passed in the eighth year of the reign of her present 
Majesty, intituled *' An Act for the further amendment 
of the Laws relating to the poor in England^ that is to 
say, on the fourth day of September, in the year of our 
Lord one thousand eight hundred and forty-seven, born 

VOL. II. s 
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BaU Cemrt. a bastftrd of the body of the said Mary Smth. And we 
^^^^* having in the preiBno e an d hiring / th^ §aid heard the 



Ex parte evidence of such woman, and such other evidence as she 
hath produced, and having alio heard all the evidence 
tendered on behalf of the said John Philip Bunn, and the 
evidence of the said Mary Smith, the mother of the said 
child, having been corroborated in some material parti- 
cular by other testimony to our satisfaction, do hereby 
adjudge the said John Philip Bunn to be the putative 
father of the said bastard child ; and having regard to all 
the circumstances of this case, we do hereby order that 
the said John Philip Bunn do pay unto the said Mary 
Smithy the mother of the said bastard child, so long as 
she shall live and shall be of sound mind, and shall not 
be in any gaol or prison or under Any sentence of transpor- 
tation, or to the person who may be appointed to have 
the custody of such child under the provisions of the said 
statute, the sum of two shillings per week^ until the said 
child shall attain the age of thirteen years, or shall die, 
or the said Mary Smith shall marry : and we do hereby 
further order the said John Philip Bunn to pay to the 
said Mary Smith the sum of one pound and seven shil- 
lings, being the costs incurred in obtaining this order. 

Given under our hands and seals at the session afore- 
said. 

Grafton (l. s.) 

Edward Bridonah (l. s.) 

Augustus Fitzboy (l. s.) 

R., Norton Cartwrioht (l. s.) 

-- ^^1l_ Couch shewed cause. The objection to this order is 
unsubstantial. It is stated that the putative father ap- 
peared, and it must be intended that the evidence was 
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given in his presence. The forms given by the 8 Viet ^«*i o»»*. 
c. 10, are not imperative ; they may be followed or not ^^^* 
at the option of the parties, but if in fact followed they bJiIn!^ 
are to be deemed to be sufScient. This, and the previous 
act of the 7 & 8 Fict, c. 101, never contemplated an 
alteration in the general rules of proceeding, and under 
the old law, although it was necessary that the putative ^ 
father should be summoned to appear previously to an 
order being made upon him, his presence during the 
mother's examination before the justices out of sessions 
was not necessary to the validity of such order ; i2. v. 
Upton Gray (a). There is nothing in the acts undet 
which this order was made which alters the old law. It 
may indeed have been that the putative father did appear^ 
and departed before the evidence was given, in which 
case it would have been correct to have stated that he 
appeared, and to have omitted, as in this order, the state- 
ment that the evidence was given in his presence. There 
is no power to detain the putative father, — he can appear 
and then leave if he thinks fit This being an order» every 
intendment will be made in its favour, jurisdiction to 
make it being once established ; Rex v. Luffe {b). 
[Wightman^ J. The difficulty here is, that the act gives 
a form, and that the words as applicable to a party when 
present are struck out. The form introduces certain 
words to be used under certain circumstances, and this 
form is followed^ but the words in question are left out* 
Your argument is, that notwithstanding those words are 
omitted, that I am to intend everything that those words 
mean. What am I to intend when I find the very words 
themselves struck out?] It is not to be presumed that 

(c) Cald. 308k 1 Bolt. 482. (ft) 8 East, 193. 

S 2 
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BaaCatin. 

1848. 

£i parte 
Bunk. 



the fbrtn is taken from the act The act does not vary 
the old requisites, and under the old law the order would 
have been good [fFightman, J. If I am to intend 
anjrthingy it must be that the man did not hear the evi- 
dence.] Nor was it necessary that he should. The 
8 Fict c. 10 merely supplies forms, which may or may 
not be followed ; it does not alter the old law as to justices 
hearing the case in the man's absence. [ Wightman, J. 
In the notes to the forms there is this: ** Should the 
defendant not appear, erate the words in italics.^ The 
form provides for two cases, one where he appears, and 
the other where he does not appear, but there may be a 
third case, where he appears and goes away before the 
evidence is given, in which case it would be correct, as 
in this order, to state that he appeared, and to omit the 
statement that the evidence was given in his presence. 
This order has been varied to meet a state of things not 
provided for by the Legislature; Reg. v. Shipperbottom{a), 



WorHedge, contr&. The objection to the order is, 
that it does shew that the defendant appeared to the 
summons, but does not shew that the evidence was given 
in his presence, which leaves it to be presumed that the 
evidence was taken behind bis back. [Wightman, J. 
Suppose^ as has been argued, that he appeared, and then 
went away ? It might have been that he did not choose 
to stay.] In such a case the order should have shewn 
how that was. Reg. v. Shipperbottom shews, that the 
order may be moulded to suit the particular circumstances 
of the case. If he really appeared, the evidence ought to 
have been given in his presence ; Reg. v. Tordoft (b). 



(a) 2 New Sess. ca. 641 ; 16 Law J.» M. C. 113 ; 2 Nolan, 295. 

(b) 5 Q. &. 933. 
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£47 



The order should have shewn how it was that, the de- 
fendant having appeared, the evidence was not given in 
his presence. Here there are contradictory statements ; 
first it is stated that the defendant appeared, and then 
there is a statement equivalent to a declaration that he 

■ 

^id not appear ; Rex v. Sekoay (a). There should be 
something on the face of the order to explain how it was 
that the evidence was not taken in the defendant's pre- 
sence. Some reason should have been given for the 
omission. 

Cur. adv. vultp 



Bail Court 

1848. 

Ez parte 

BUNN. 



Coleridge, J. (for Wightman, J.) In this case, which 
was argued at the latter end of the last Term, the ques- 
tion turned upon an objection to the validity of an order 
in bastardy, made upon the putative father for the pay- 
ment of a weekly sum for the maintenance of the child. 
The order was made under the 7 & 8 Viot. c 101, and 
the 8 Vict. c. 10, and was in the form given in the 
schedule to the last-mentioned act, with certain omissions 
which raised the objection. 

The order recited the application of the mother, and 
the issuing a summons to the putative father to appear 
and answer the complaint. 

It then stated that the putative father appeared in 
pursuance of the summons, and that the mother then 
applied, to the justices for an order iipon the putative 
father, and it being then proved to the justices that the- 
said child was born a bastard, and the justices having 
heard the evidence of the woman, and such other evidence 



May 12. 



(a) 2 Chit. 522, 
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SaUQmrf. as sbe bad pfoduoedi aad having also heard all the 

L_ evidence tendered on behalf of the putative fiitber, and 

BuNN. ^he evidence of the mother having been corroborated in 
some material particular by other testimony, the justices 
did a(yudge, &o., and then made the order. 

The objection was, that it was not stated that it was 
proved *^ in the presence and hearing of the putative 
father** that the child was born a bastard, or that the 
justices heard the evidence of the woman ^^ in his pre- 
sence and hearing,^ A printed form, in the terms in the 
schedule to the 8 Viot. c. 10, had been used for the 
order, and the words, ^^ in the presence and hearing of the 
said,** were struck out. 

It was contended for the putative father, that as it was 
stated tliat he appeared before the justices, it should also 
have been stated that the evidence and proof was ** in his 
presence and hearing," and that the form given by the 
statute required such statement in case the defendant 
appeared* 

On the other side it was said, that the statement of the 
putative father having appeared, did not necessarily imply 
that he appeared in person, for he might, if he pleased, 
appear by counsel or attorney, and that the order shews 
that the appearance of the putative father was by attorney, 
for in that part of the order which states that the justices 
heard all the evidence tendered " on behalf* of the puta- 
tive father, the word " by," which is used in the printed 
form, is struck out, and the word " an behalf o/** substi- 
tuted, as directed by the notes to the form in the schedule 
in the statute, in cases where the appearance is by counsel 
or attorney. It was also said, that even if the putative 
father had appeared in person, he might, if he pleased. 
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absent himself whilst the woman and the other witnesses ^^ ^^''^* 

1848* 
were examined, and The King v. Luffe (a), and The 



£x parte 

Queen v. Shipperbottom (&), were cited. Bunn. 

It seems to me, however, that looking at the two 
statutes, and the forms in the schedule to the 8 Vict* 
c. 10, with the notes to those forms, that whether defend- 
ant appears in person or by attorney to answer the 
complaint of the woman before the justices, that the order 
ought to state upon the face of it that the evidence was 
given in the presence and hearing of the defendant, or of 
his attorney, as the case may be ; and that if there is any 
special reason for omitting that statement after appear-' 
ance, it should be suggested in the face of the order. 
The ordinary rules of law require that if the party against 
whom the proceedings are taken appears and makes no 
default, that the witnesses against him should be ex- 
amined in his presence and hearing. In the present case 
no reason whatever is given for the omission of the state- 
ment, that the evidence on the part of the woman was 
given in the presence and hearing of the putative father, 
though it is stated that he appeared to answer the 
complaint. This view of the case is consistent with the 
case of The Queen v. Shipperbottom, and the rule, there- 
fore, will be absolute. 

Rule absolute* 

(a) 8 East, 193. (6) 16 Law Jouni«l, 374. 
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MaU Court 
1848. 



May n. 



Do£ defn, Kenrick against Roe. 



A rule nisi for 
judgment 
against the 
casual ejector 
was obtained 
on an affidavit, 
which stated 
that, the decla- 
ration and no- 



J^ RULE nisi had been-o^tained for judgment against 
the casual ejector, on an affidavit which stated, that 
the declaration and notice bad been served on the tenant 
in possession by delivering the same to his daughter on 
the premises, at ten o'clock of the evening of the day 
ment^hMTSlen "^** before the first day of the present Term, 

aenred on the 
tenant in pos- 

session bjr d©- BoviU now (May 11) shewed cause, and produced 
affidavits in which it was sworn, th^t the notice was 
neither read over nor explained to the daughter of the 
tenant in possession when the same was served on her; 



livering the 
same to his 
daughter, on 
the premises, 
lit 10 o'clock, 
P.M., on the 



thefireVday^of ^^^ ^^^ affidavits did Dot go On to deny that the tenant 
On S«w- received the notice on the evening on which it was so 
ing cause served on his daughter, or state that he did not under- 

agamst the ^ 

rule, affidayits stand the meaning of the same* It was, however, now 
contended that the service was not a good service on the 
tenant; first, because the notice was neither read over 
tho^dai^hter of "^^ explained to the daughter when served on her ; and 
the tenant second, that even assuming that the deplaration and 



were put m, 
denying tha^ 
the notice had 
been read 



when served 
upon her. 

the rule must 
belabsolute, 
there being a 
distinction be- 
tween the ser- 
vice necessary 
where a rule 
NISI only is 
granted, and 
not a rule ab< 
sol qtc, and that 

to enable the tenant in possession to discharge the rule, it would be necessary for him to 
have sworn in his affidavit that he did pot understand what the declaration and notice 
favant until afler the Term began. 



notice had come to the hands of the tenant pn the night 
it was served on his daughter, yet as it was not served 
until ten o'clock on the night before the first day of the 
Term, it was too late, 

Unthankf in support of the rule. The service in this 
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case was quite sufficient, as a rule nisi only was granted, ^*^ Court. 
In Doe dem. Downes v. Roe (a) the Court held, that an 
affidavit which omitted the statement that the deponent kenrick* 
read over and explained the notice to the tenant in ^^ 
possession, was sufficient for a rule nisi. This would 

call on the tenant, if he shew cause against the rule 
being made absolute, to state in his affidavit that he did 
not understand the notice and declaration. In this case 
the tenant comes here to shew cause, but does not either 
swear that he did not understand the notice, or that the 
declaration and notice did not. come into his possession 
until after the commencement of the Term, which he 
might have done if the facts were so. If this course 
were not held to be the proper one, there would be no 
distinction between cases in which a rule nisi is granted 
on motions for judgment against the casual ejector, and 
those cases where a rule absolute is granted in the first 
instance ; and if a distinction did not exist, it would be 
futile in any case to grant a rule nisi at all, for it is only 
in cases where there is some defect in the service, that a 
rule absolute is not granted in the first instance. 

Coleridge, J. The Master informs me that he knows 
of no case in which the distinction contended for by Mr. 
Unthank has been drawn. No doubt there are many 
reasons why the service of a declaration and notice in 
ejectment should be correctly made, but I see good 
ground for holding this service sufficient, by treating the 
service of the declaration and notice in ejectment as in 
effect the same as the service of a writ of summons in an 
ordinary action. If the tenant in possession had sworn 

{a) 4 Dowl. P. C. 665. 
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SaUComl. 
1848. 

JOoE dem. 
Kknexck 

V, 

Roe. 



in the affidavits used in shewing cause against the rule 
being made absolute, that he did not understand what 
the declaration and notice meant until after the Term had 
begun, it would have taken the case out of the authority 
of the case cited of Doe dem. Downes v. Itoe. If the 
distinction between a rule nisi and a rule absolute, on 
motions for judgment against the casual ejector, does not 
exist, it is difficult to see why a rule nisi should ever be 
granted, as it constantly is, in cases where the service is 
defective. I am of opinion that the distinction does 
exist, and that this rule should be made absolute. 



Rule absolute. 



April 26. Mutter and Another against Foulkes. 



Where it ap- 
peared that the 
proper number 
of calls were 
made at a lu- 
natic asvlum in 
which the de- 
fendant, a 
lunatic, was 
confined, with 
a view to serve 
him with the 
copy of a writ 
of summons. 



TfOWSEL moved for a distringas to compel appearance. 



The affidavit stated that the defendant had become 
a lunatic, and is confined in a lunatic asylum. The 
deponent made the proper number of calls at the lunatic 
asylum, and requested to see the lunatic, but on each 
Occasion was told that it was not consistent with the rules 
of the asylum or the directions of the lunacy commis- 
sioners to allow the lunatic to be seen, upon which the 
informed fhe^ deponent explained to the keeper, who had the care of 
k^wa8^n<^!?on- ^^ defendant, the purport of his visit, and on the last 
roklTorthV^^ occasion left a copy of the writ of summons with him. 

asylum to allow 

the lunatic to be seen, and the deponent explained to the keeper the purport of his visit, 

and on the last occasion of his calls left a copy of the writ with him. The Court 

granted a rule absolute for a writ of distringas tu compel appearance, but directed the writ 

to be served on the def(6ndant*s wife, and at bis last place of residence, as well as at the 

asylum. 
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This was, it was submitted, amply sufficient for a Baaomru 

rule nisi, and the question was, whether the Court 

would deem it sufficient for a rule absolute in the first ^^ 
instance ? In the case of Banfield v, DareU{a), the Court ^^^^^^^ 
granted a rule nisi for a distringas to compel an appear- 
ance where an application at the residence of the de- 
fendant, who was a lunatic. The deponent was informed 
that he could neither see the defendant nor communicate 
with him or his keeper, the deponent having on the last 
occasion explained the purport of his visit, and left a copy 
of the writ with the servant. There was, however, 
another ca9e of Lmbert v. Hayward (i), in which the 
Court granted the writ in the first instance. In that case 
the defendant was a lunatic, and an inmate of St. Luk^B 
Hospital, and the person attempting to effect service of 
the writ of summons, called frequently at St. Luke^s^ but 
was refused admission to the defendant, whereupon he 
left the writ with the governor. It appeared also that 
the defendant had a wife, who was still carrying on the 
defendant's business, and the Court, in that case, granted 
the writ in the first instance, but directed it to be served 
on the wife of the lunatic. [Erhf J. Is the defendant 
in the present case without family or connections ?] No, 
he has a wife, who, it is believed, is carrying on the 
defendant's business, but that fact is not stated in the 
affidavits. 

Erlb, J. I know of no reason why this should not 
be deemed a valid service ; you may, therefore, take your 
distringas absolute in the first instance, but 1 think the 

(a) 2 Dowl & L. 4. (h) 13 M. & W. 460. 
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Baa Court, writ should be served on the wife, and at his last place 

'"^^* of residence, as well as the asylum. 

MtTTTER 
V. 

FouLKBB. Distringas granted. 



May9&i3. GiNOER against Pycroft. 

It is immate- ON a former day Pickering obtained a rule, calling on 

rial that a no- ^-^ ^ » o 

tice of trial the plaintiff to shew cause why the trial and all sub- 

^^ntinoance Sequent proceedings herein should not be set aside for 
ticewhi^ris^^ irregularity, with costs. It appeared by the affidavits 
deUvered k *^*^ ^®^**® was joined in this cause on the 17th otNovembeff 
time, and clear. 1847, and notice of trial given for the sittings after the 

lyand unequi- o o 

Tocally inform then Michctehaas Term. Subsequent to this, the defend- 

tbe defendant 

that the plain- ant obtained an order of Mr. Justice Patteson, postponing 
proceed to trial the trial Until the sittings after Hilary Term, on condition 
a^ceitain^sfw- ^^^ ^^ brought 602. into Court within a certain time. 
ifis^nol; ne- '^^^^ ^® ^^^ "^^ ^^» ^^^ obtained a fresh order for further 
nSice^o?trial *^™^* ^"* ^*^ ^^^ bring in the money, and it was sworn 
shall have been that the defendant, who is an attorney, kept out of the 

given before a . 

cause can be way to avoid an attachment being obtained against him. 

regularly set 

down for trial. On the 22nd oi January i 1848, the cause was set down 
for trial, and on the ^5th the record was carried in, and 
not being reached, the cause was made a remanet to the 
first sittings in the present Easter Term, which com* 
menced on the 17th of ApriL On the 8th of April 
the plaintiff's attorney served the defendant with a notice 
of trial in the following words : 

*' Take notice of trial in this cause, for the first sittings 
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in Easter Term, ta be holden in Westminster Hall, in ^«*' ^3!wir#. 
the county of Middlesex, the same having been made a ' 

remanef from the last Hilary Term." Gingeh 

On the 18th of April the cause was tried, when a Pvckoft. 
verdict was found for the plaintiff. The grounds on 
which the present rule was obtained were, that there had 
been no sufficient notice of trial given before the cause 
was set down for trial. The notice in Michaelmas Term 
having been rendered void by the order of Mr. Justice 
Patteson, postponing the trial until the sittings after 
Hilary Term, and it was also contended that the notice 
of the 8th o( April WBLS a bad notice in itself, as being a 
continuance of a void notice ; but even if this were not so, 
that the notice was inoperative, as being given after the 
cause was set down for trial. 

Addison now shewed cause. There has been no. irre- 
gularity in this case. It is admitted that no fresh notice 
of trial was given for the sittings in Hilary Term, because 
it was thought that none was necessary, the action having 
been postponed to that time by a Judge's order, on the 
application of the defendant, on a condition which he, the 
defendant, did not comply with. But it is not necessary 
to argue that point, as the cause was not tried in those 
sittings, but was made a remanet, and there was a good 
notice given on the 8th of April for the sittings in Easter 
Term. It is sud that this notice is bad, as purporting 
to be a continuance of what they say was a void notice, 
and is not an original notice. There is nothing in that 
objection ; the notice was in ample time, and contained 
all the requisites of an original notice for the sittings 
in Easter Term, and this notice, therefore, is good as an 
original notice, and is not vitiated by the introduction of 
the words, ** the same having been made a remanet from 
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BaUComi, last Hilary Term.** No precise or particular form of 

'oiS. notice is requisite if it sufficiently inform the defendant of 

Ginger the intention of the plaintiff to try the cause at a particular 
Pycroft. time. In the case of Tyte ▼• Steventon (a), Mr. Justice 
BlacksUme says, ** There is no settled precise form of 
notice required — sufficient if it apprises the defendant 
with certainty that the plaintiff means to proceed to triftl. 
It is indifferent whether he says I renew or I ccmtinuef 
provided there be sufficient time according to the rules of 
the Court.** And in that case a notice, purporting to be 
a continuance of a former notice, was held to be good as 
an original notice. In the present case the notice served 
on the 8th o{ AprU was in all respects good as an original 
notice, and in ample time. It is then said that as the 
cause was postponed by the order of Mr. Justice Patteson 
until the sittings after Hilary Term, that the cause could 
not be properly set down until after a fresh notice of 
trial was given, and therefore, as this cause was, entered 
without any such fresh notice having been given, it was 
improperly entered, and could not properly be made a 
remanet, and so the trial is irregular. But it is con- 
tended that there is nothing in the objection ; there is no 
authority to shew that such a course is necessary; indeed, 
the practice is the other way. 

Pickering, in support of the rule. There has been no 
notice of trial in this case. The short point is, supposing 
the notice of the 8th of Jpril to be a good notice, whether 
a cause can regularly be set down for trial without a good 
notice of trial having been first given ; because, if it can 
not, the cause could not properly be made a remanet, and 
so the subsequent notice, even if good, would be of no 

(a) 2 W. Blac 1299. 



Ginger 

0. 

Pycboft. 
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avail. It has been said by the ofher side, that there was ^'■»' ^^'"^ 
a notice given in this case before the cause was set down 
for trialy but that clearly became a nullity by the order of 
Mr. Justice Paiteson^ which was subsequently made a 
rule of Court In Ellis v. Trusler (a), it was decided, 
that where the trial of a cause had been put off "on the 
motion of the defendant to the first sittings in the next 
Term, a fresh notice of trial must be given by the plaintiff, 
notwithstanding a special day for the trial was fixed by 
the rule of Court. No doubt, if the cause had been 
properly made a remanety no fresh notice of trial would 
have been necessary ; but that is not so where the trial 
of a cause is put off to the next assizes or sittings by a 
rule of Court; Jacks v. Mayer (b). This being so, in 
the present case the cause was not set down until the 
sittings after Hilary Term, without any good notice 
having been given, and could not properly have been 
made a remanet^ so that the whole of the subsequent 
proceedings are a nullity. [Coleridge^ J. — Is there any 
distinct authority to shew the cause could not be properly 
set down without a good notice having been first given ? 
Suppose a cause was set down at the Spring Assizes for 
York without a good notice, and the cause not being 
reached is made a remanet to the next assizes, and a 
good notice is given for the next assizes, could not the 
plaintiff try ?] I contend not ; but that there must have 
been a regularity in the original entry by a proper notice 
of trial having been given before the. cause could be 
regularly entered, and if this had not been done, a sub- 
sequent trial would be void. Then, secondly, it is sub- 
mitted that the notice of the 8th of April was a bad 

(a) 2 W. Blao. 798. (6) 8 Team Bep. 246. 
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BaU Qmri. notice^ it being merely a continuance of a former notice 
^^^' which had been rendered void by the Judge's order. 

OnrGEB 
^CAon. Cur. adv. vulL 



Hay 12. CoLERiDOEy J. This was a rule for setting aside a 

verdict for irregularity, and the ground in efiect was, 
that the cause had been set down for trial originally 
without notice of trial previously given. It was set 
down in Hilary Term for the last sittings, and made 
a remanet to the first sittings in Easter Term. 

In due time, before those sittings notice of trial was 
given, in which were inserted the words " the same (that 
is the cause) having been made a remanett'* so that it 
did not purport to be an original notice. 

This objection was not much insisted on, nor does it 
appear to me of any weight. The case of Tyte v. 
Steventon (a), cited by Mr. Adduorii is a satisfactory 
authority that the form of a notice of trial is immaterial, 
if it be delivered in time, and clearly and unequi- 
vocally, informs the defendant that the plaintiff intends 
to proceed to trial at a certain specific time. There the 
notice purporting to be a continuance only of a former 
notice, was held to be good, as an original notice. 

But it was said that no cause can be properly set 
down,, until notice of trial has been given. No authority 
was cited for this: the two cases cited of Jacks v. 
Mayer {V)y and Ellis v* Trulser(c)f do not apply; nor 
can I find such a rule laid down anywhere in the 
books of practice ; certainly in far the greater number 
of instances notice of trial is in fact given before set- 



(a) 2 W. Blac. 1299. (6) 8 Term Rep. 246. (c) 2 MT. Blac. 798. 
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ting down; because in far the greater number of in- 
stances it is indorsed on the issue delivered, but this 
is unnecessary, nor does the marshal inquire whether 
notice has been given or not before he receives the 
record. Looking at the principle on which notice is 
required, I cannot see the necessity for holding the rule 
so strict^ and therefore discharge this rule, and as it 
was an experimental motion on the ground of irre- 
gularity, with costs. 

Rule discharged with costs. 



Bail Court. 

1848. 

GlKGER 

Pycroft. 



The Queen against Henry Broome and John 

Broome. 



May 5. 



^N a former day PhilUmore had obtained a rule, Thedefend- 

calling upon the defendants to shew cause why the been convicted 

writ of error obtained by the defendants should not be thV^ """J""^* *^ 

quashed, and why their recognizances should not be ^^j^es, 1847, 

^ sued out and 

estreated. filed a writ of 

rpt J « . error, wbere- 

Ihe two defendants had been tried and found guilty upon they were 

at the Oxford Spring Assizes, 1847, for a misdemeanor, bail under the 

aod in the following Easter Term they sued out a writ tK&T Fict. 

of error, and were thereupon, under the provisions of the ^ctfgn of ^*^ 

8 & 9 Vict. c. 68 (a), admitted to bail. The affidavit « xttTf die' 

Court in which 
(a) Thi8 act entitled « An Act to stay execution of judgment for mis- of ei^ofshSl* 
demeanor upon giving bail in error," provides by section 1, for admitting be pending, 

shall upon mo- 

i!!}?i(^?'i'^® ?** the defendant or defendants by whom it shdl be broughrhw tr have 
oZ^l delaved or neglected to prosecute the same with effect, it shall b^lawful for such, 
^h. %.A f^r'^ ""^ ^"1?" *° ^ quashed," &c. No further proceedings having been 

S,Si tt i r^*" V '2?.*'°" 7"f "*^! '"^ *^" T«™ *^ "V^^ tJ^e writ uiS)n an affidavit, 
which stated that smce the filing of the said writ. « no process or other proceeding has been 

.ffi~i°''* ° ^yj""^ ^'^ behalf of the said defendants to prosecute the same." HeU, that the 
aftdavit was sufficient, and that it was not necessary to rule the defendants to assign errors. 
VOL. II. X! 
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BaU Comrt. upoD which the present rule was obtiuned stated, that 

^^^^' since the issuing and filing of the writ of error, " no pro- 

The Queen ^^^ ^^ other proceeding has been had or taken by or 

Henry and q^ behalf of the said defendants to prosecute the same.** 

JohnBboome. *^ 

Butt, (who appeared for John Broome). The affidavit 
upon which this rule has been obtained is insufficient ; 
first, because it does not state who is the prosecutor, or 
that he makes this motion; second, because it is not 
shewn that the witt of error issued out of this Court; 
third, it is not shewn that errors have not been assigned ; 
and fourth, the defendants do not appear to have been 
ruled to assign errors* Moreover, there is nothing which 
shews that they have been guilty of any wilfiil delay. 

PhUUmore, contra* All that it is necessary to shew is, 
that the defendants have neglected to prosecute their 
writ of error, and that is sufficiently shewn by this affi- 
davit. It is not for the prosecutor to drive the defendants 
on, but if they desire the benefit of the statute they must 
proceed without wilful delay. It is for them to take all 
the necessary steps. 

Cur. adv. vulL 

May 5. Coleridge, J. In this case a rule had been obtained 

for quashing the writ of error of the defendants, and 

defendants to bail in cases of judgments for misdemeanors pending writs of 
error. 

Section 5 enacts ** That if the Court in which any such writ of error 
shall be pending, shall upon motion in that behalf decide that the defendant 
or defendants by whom it shall be brought, has or have wilfully delayed or 
neglected to prosecute the same with effect, it shaU be lawful. for such 
Court to order the writ of error to be quashed, and thereupon the defendant 
or defendants who brought such writ of error shall be liable to execution 
upon the judgment." 
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estreating their recognizances, on the ground that they Bail Cowf. 
had wilfully delayed to proceed with their writ, and Mr. ^°^' 
Butt, who shewed cause, produced no affidavit in answer. The Queen 
but relied upon the insufficiency of the affidavit upon Henry and 
which the rule was obtained, particularly in the absence 
of any statement that errors had not been assigned, and 
in not shewing that the defendants had been ruled to 
assign errors. Now, as to the first point, the affidavit ^ 
states, that " no process or other proceedings has been 
had or taken by or on behalf of the said defendants to 
prosecute the same.** And I think that this is a sufficient 
statement, that nothing whatever has been done by the 
defendants, and is an answer to the first objection* Then 
it is said that the defendants have not been ruled to 
assign errors, and it was said that by the old practice 
this was necessary; but this is a proceeding under a 
particular act of Parliament, and the words of it are so 
general, that if it appears that the delay has been wilful, 
it is all that is necessary to enable the Court to interfere. 
The words are, " that if the Court in which any such 
writ of error shall be pending shall> upon motion in that 
behalf, decide that the defendant or defendants, by whom 
it shall be brought, has or have wilfully delayed or 
neglected to prosecute the same with effect, it sliall be 
lawful for such Court to order,'' &c. It seems to me that 
this case comes within those general words, and that, as 
no answer has been given by the defendants, that I ought 
to take it that there has been wilful delay. The Court, 
therefore, will quash the writ of error, and direct the 
recognizances to be estreated. 

Rule absolute. 



T 2 
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Bail Court, 
1848. 



May 10. CORRALL agUinst FoULKBS. 

A writof TOm. |-|N a former day Miller obtained a rule, calling upon 

mons tested on V^ 

a Sunday is a the plaintiff to shew cause why the copy and service 

nullity* but a 

copy tested on of the writ of summons should not be set aside, with 
ser^ce t&reof, ^osts« The rule was obtained on the ground that the 
correcSy test!^ copy was tested on a Sunday — the 28rd of April It 
h^lJnfar?^^^ appeared that the writ itself was correctly tested on the 

tbe irregilarifr^ 29th of ^orii 
will be waived ^ 

by laches. 

Scott shewed cause. No doubt the copy is bad ; but 
it is not merely an irregularity, it is a nullity, and there- 
fore the defendant should haye taken no notice of it, and 
not have put the plaintiff to the expense of shewing cause 
against this rule. The rule, therefore, should be made 
absolute, without costs ; Roberts v. Spurr (a) ; Hanson 
V. ShackeUon (6). 

Miller, contra* The defendant was bound to have 
come to the Court to set the copy and service aside ; if 
he had lain by until a fresh step had been taken, he 
would have been said to have waived the objection. 

Coleridge, J. This copy can hardly be said to be 
null and void. The service was clearly good, except for 
the error in the copy writ, and if it had not been tnerely 
an error in the copy, the writ itself would have been bad, 
and in that case it would have been a nullity. The de- 
fendant, therefore^ has done right in coming to set aside 

(a) 3 Dowl. 651. (6) 4 Dowl. 48. 
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the copy and service, as I think he would have waived ^<^ <^*v'- 
the objection by laying by. ^°*^' 

Rule absolute. ^^'- 

FOULKSS. 



Blakb against Newburm. Mayii. 

ROWLING, on a former day, obtained a ruloi caUing A rule calling 

upon the sheriff of Cheshire to shew cause why he to refund the 
should not refund to the defendant the excess beyond the ^!^^ to°° 
fees to which he was entitled undera writof fi. fa. against ]jJtJt^d^JdTr 
the goods of the defendant, and also calling upon one ^^* ^ 
Lawton, the officer of the said sheriff, to shew cause why wpon the officer 

to shew cause 

an attachment should not issue against him for his con- why an attach. 

ment should 

tempt in demanding and receiving from the defendant not issue 
such excess, contrary to the statute, and why the said hu contempt in 
Lawton should not pay the costs of this rule. It appeared recei^ng^uch 
that a fi. fa. having issued against the goods of the de- the^^';^^PJJ 
fendant, the officer Lawton, as officer of the sheriff of application, is 

ffood in that 

Cheshire, levied upon the defendant's goods, and having ^rm, al- 

^ though the 

remained many days in possession, received from the remedy is 

double, and 

defendant the amount of the levy and expenses, having that against 
previously furnished the defendant with an account, a criminal 
which, it was contended, contained items and amounts ^^^"^' 
not warranted by the table of fees allowed by the Judges 
pursuant to the 1 Vict. c. 55, s. 2. 



Watson shewed cause. The rule in this case requires 
too much ; it asks for the sheriff to refund, and also for 
an attachment against the officer. The 1 Vict* c. 55, 
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Bail Court. 
1848. 

Blake 

V. 

NfWBUftM. 
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s. 3 (a), makes it a contempt of Court for any officer of 
the sheriff to take more than the regular amount ; the 
proceeding under that act, therefore, is of a criminal 
nature, but the application against the sheriff to refund is 
a civil remedy, and the two ought not to be joined. 
Either the one or the other remedy can be resorted to, 
but not both in the same rule. 



CowUng, contra* The rule is in the form now usually 

adopted. The intention of the Legislature was, to give 

» 

an additional remedy in cases of this sort, so as to enable 
the party not only to recover back the excess, but to have 
the officer punished for his extortion (6). 

Coleridge, J. If the old application for a return of 
the excess may still be made, as undoubtedly it may, I 
can see no objection against the rule being drawn up so 



(a) This section enacts, " That $ny sheriff, officer, or minister acting in 
execation of process directed to any sheriff or sheriffs, or engaged or con- 
cerned therein, who shall extort, demand, take, accept, or receive from any 
person or persons any fee or fees, gratuity or reward, not allowed as afore- 
said, or greater in amount than as allowed as aforesaid, such sheriff, his 
officer, or minister, upon complaint thereof made against him to any of the 
said Courts, and on proof being made thereof upon oath, either by the 
examination of witnesses vivd voce, or on affidayits, or on interrogatories to 
the satisfaction of the Court to which the said complaint shall be made, that 
such sheriff, officer, or minister, as the case may be, hath offended therein, 
as aforesaid, then and in such case every such sheriff, officer, or minister, as 
the case may be, shall be adjudged guilty of a contempt of such Court, and 
punished by such Court accordingly, and if any person not being such 
officer or minister as aforesud, shall assume or pretend to act as such, and 
shall extort, demand, take, accept, or receive any fee or fees, gratuity, or 
reward, under colour or pretext of such offence, he shall on like complaint 
and proof be in that respect dealt with by the Court in like manner." 

(b) The rule was also argued on its merits, upon which nothing turned. 
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as to include both remediesy and its foroiy therefore, raises Bail Court, 
no difficulty. ^^^^' 

Referred to the MasteTto report Blakk 

on the facts, Newbubn. 



Ex parte The London, Brighton, and South May 6. . 
Coast Railway Company. 

JM^JLLINQER moyed for a rule, calling upon the jus- An appeal 

^ ' , 14* against a poor 

tices of Surrey to shew cause why a writ of cer- rate having 

tiorari should not issue to remove into this Court an and respited, 

order of the Court of Quarter Sessions, made on the 4th trial^ven,*H 

of January, 1848, in order that the same may be quashed, was afterwards 

J' ' J ^ countennand- 

It appeared that at the Michaelmas Quarter Sessions for ^* f^^ t^e 

*^* ^ sessions on the 

Surrey f 1845, an appeal was entered for the foregoing rail- application of 

the respondents 

way company against a rate to which they were assessed (the appellants 

not appearing) 

for the relief of the poor of the parish of Croydon, together dismissed the • 

with an appeal against a highway rate, which it was agreed c^ts, by an 

should abide the event of the first appeal, and that the following f(»-m: 

said appeals were, at the following Epiphany Sessions, *jj"he1senrrai 

respited by consent; that other poor rates were from time Quarter Ses. 

to tifiie made for the said parish, against which the com- pe&ce of our 

sovereign Lady 

pany entered and respited appeals until the Michaelmas the Queen, 
Sessions, when they were all again respited until the Mary, New- 

ingtoHf on 
l^sday the 
4th day of January, 1 848. Whereas, at the last General Quarter Sessions of the peace holden 
in ana for the county of Surrey, appeal was made unto this Court," &c. The order then 
recited other facts, and dismissed the appeal, and concluded, ** and it is further ordered that 
the said appellants do forthwith pay to the said respondents the sum of 1 15/. costs. Upon 
a motion for a certiorari to bring up the said order in order to quash it for defects upon its 
face. Held, first, that the order was not bad for giving the before mentioned amount of 
costs, although it was sworn to be the practice of the sessions to give only nominal costs 
upon such occasions, and that the appellants not being present (ud not affect the case. 
Second, that the order sufficiently shewed that the sessions were holden in and for the 
county of Surrey. Third, that it sufficiently appeared that the term " costs " meant tho 
costtf of the appeal. 
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Sail Court. Epiphany Sessions, 1848« " then to be tried or struck 
out of the paper/' that at such Michaelmas Sessions 



Tfae^l^NooN another appeal against a similar poor rate made in June^ 
*"'^R^iiwa7^'' 1847, was entered and respited by the company, and 
Company, notice and grounds of appeal were subsequently served ; 
that on the 4th of January last, the appellants gave 
the respondents notice that the said several appeals 
would not be further prosecuted, and the appellants ac- 
cordingly did not appear at the said Epiphany Sessions, 
1848; that the appellants received no notice or inti- 
mation of any taxation or assessments of costs in respect 
of the said appeals, nor did they know of or consent 
to any order being made awarding the respondents 
1 15^ costs, in respect to the appeal entered in October 
last, until the service of a copy of such order on them 
after the said session. It was further stated by a depo- 
nent, that '' he hath been informed, and believes such 
information to be true, that it is not the custom at the 
General Quarter Sessions of the peace for the said county 
of Surrey, to grant more than 40«. costs, with respect to 
appeals, unless some very particular circumstances should 
be connected therewith;*' ** that the sum of 1 15/. is &r 
above the amount of costs which have been^ or could 
have been properly incurred by the respondents in and 
about the appeal against the rate of the 06th of June, 
1847; and that the appellants would have attended the 
taxation had they received notice so to do*" 

The followiqg is a copy of the order beforementioned : 

** Surrey f to wit. — At the General Quarter Session of 

the peace of our Sovereign Lady the Queen, holden at 

Saint Mary^ Newington^ on Tuesday ^ the 4th day of 

January^ one thousand eight hundred and forty-eight. 

" Whereas, at the last General Quarter Sessions of 



XI, VICTORIA. 267 

the peace holden in and for the county of Surrey s appeal ^«« Cow*, 
was then made unto this Court by and on behalf of the 
London^ Brighton^ and South Coast Railway Company^ The^oNWN 
against a rate or assessment made for the relief of the *^^iuiW^^*' 
poor of the parish of Croydon^ in the county of Surrey , Company, 
intituled * A Rate or Assessment made the 26th day oiJurke^ 
1 847i by the churchwardens and overseers of the poor of the 
parish of Croydon, in the county of Surrey, upon all and 
every, the lessor or lessors, owner or owners, occupier or 
occupiers^ of all and singular houses, cottages, lands, 
woods^ tithes, tenements, and other rateable heredita- 
ments, within the said parish of Croydon, for and towards 
the immediate and necessary relief of the poor of the said 
parish, and for the other purposes chargeable thereon 
according to law, at and after the rate of one shilling in 
the pound, rental, and pursuant to and in accordance 
with and under, and by virtue of the provisions of an act 
of Parliament made and passed in the sixth year of the 
reign of King George the fourth, intituled ' An Act for 
the better assessing and collecting the poor and other 
Parochial Rates in the Parish of Croydon, in the said 
County of Surrey,* which said rate or assessment was 
consented unto and allowed by Samuel Hayhust Lucas, 
and John WilUam Sutherland, Esquires^ two of her 
Majesty's Justices of the Peace, in and for the said 
county of Surrey, on the S6th day of the same month of 
June, 1 847, and by which said rate or assessment the 
said appellants apprehended themselves aggrieved. But, 
forasmuch as the said appellants were not then ready 
with their witnesses to have the merits of the said appeal 
fully heard and determined, but desired that the benefit 
thereof might be saved to them, and respited until the next 
General Quarter Sessions of the peace to be holden in 
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Baa Court, and for the said county of Surrey; and the same was 

*. — respited accordingly. Now, upon hearing counsel on 

The^io^N behalf of the said respondents, and the appellants being 
*"^lUUw™^ called and not appearing, it is ordered by this Court, that 
Company, ^e appeal of the said appellants be, and the same is 
hereby dismissed.* And it is further ordered, that the 
said appellants do forthwith pay to the said respondents, 
the sum of one hundred and fifteen pounds, costs. By 
the Court, 

Richard Onslow, 
Deputy Clerk of the Peace.*' 

Wcdlinger. First, the proceedings of the Court of 
Quarter Sessions in giving such a heayy amount of costs 
in the absence of the appellants, the usual course being 
merely to give nominal costs, was erroneous. [ Coleridge ^ J. 
How can I interfere ? This was entirely a question of 
practice with the sessions.] In Reg. v. Mortlock (a). 
Lord Denmanj speaking of an order of sessions for 
costs, said, ''that if this" (the order and taxing of 
costs) " had been done behind their backs, they would 
not have been bound by it, but not if they had notice and 
opportunity to attend." [Coleridge^ J. That was an 
indictment for disobeying an order, and, therefore, to 
make that a parallel case with this, you should refuse to 
obey the order, and be indicted, which is the only way 
to raise the point. Here the appellants were themselves 
the actors, and they should have gone to the sessions, 
and they must be taken to have known that costs would 
have been given. Your objection would be just as strong 
against the allowance of even 40^. as the 115JL] It was 

(a) 2 New Sess. Cs. 108. 
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however, as it is sworiii against the practice to give more ^^J^^*' 
than nominal costsl {Coleridge^ J. That is merely a - 



question as to amount. Can it be said» that the want of The London 

notice to the other side deprived the sessions of the power *° Ri^w^'^'' 

to give costs? You cannot succeed upon this ground Company. 

unless you can shew a state of things which takes away 

the right of the sessions to award full costs.] Second, 

the order is bad because it does not shew that it was 

made by the Court of quarter sessions holden for the 

county of Surrey. It is headed, " Surrey ^ to wit/' and 

then says, ** At the General Quarter Session of the peace 

of our Sovereign Lady the Queen, holden at St. Mary, 

Newingfon, on Tuesday, the 4th day of January, 1848,*' 

not stating that the sessions were held for the county of 

Surrey n [Coleridge f J. That is cured by what is stated 

further on.] The following words are, " Whereas at the 

last General Quarter Sessions of the peace, holden in and 

for the county of Surrey, appeal was then made unto this 

Court by and on behalf," &c. ; but this is merely a recital 

of a former appeal. [Coleridge, J. I think that is suf- 

ficient. The present order shews, that it was made at a 

Court of Quarter Sessions holden in Surrey, and the 

order further states, that at the former sessions holden in 

and for the county of Surrey, this same appeal was 

entered and respited, and then it goes on to say, that 

upon the said appeal coming on, it is ordered by this 

Court that the appeal of the said appellants be dismissed. 

This sufficiently shews that it is the Court of Quarter 

Sessions for the county.] Third, the order is bad for 

not specifying for what the costs are given. The words 

are, ^^ And it is further ordered that the said appellants 

do forthwith pay to the said respondents the sum of 115/. 



870 
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Bail Court costs. The Order should clearly shew that the costs are 
to be those of the appeal, as the sessions have no juris- 



1848. 



The^l^N«>N diction to give them on any other account 

and Brighton 



Railway' 
Company. 



CioLERiDOE, J. It seems to me that there is nothing 
in this objection, and that there is quite enough to shew 
that the Court of Quarter Sessions were dealing with a 
matter properly within their jurisdiction* That being so, 
all that is required is, that the Court should use words 
sufficiently explicit to express their meaning. They 
must not throw away their common sense, and resort to 
expressions that have no meaning, but when their juris- 
diction is once established, their language will have a 
reasonable intendment. In this case it is clear that they 
had jurisdiction, and it is somewhat trifling with words 
to suppose that when they say '^ costs," they may mean 
some other costs than those of the appeal. This objec- 
tion also fails. 

Rule refused. 
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Baa Cowrt. 
1848. 



Regina against The Justices of Middlesex. Mays. 



npHIS was a rule calling upon the justices of the In an appeal 

"* against an 

county of Middlesex to shew cause why a mandamus order of affilia- 
should not issue directed to them, commanding them to J^y^^ butard '^ 
enter continuances, and hear the appeal of one Richard ^^^!^ 
Cooke against an order of affiliation made on him by «nder8 jtc/. 

° "^ c. 10, 8. 6, to 

John Hardwick, Esq., sitting at the Marlborough Police prove that she 

, , received due 

Court, on the application of one Mc^ry Ann Deakins. notice of ap- 
It appears by the affidavits on which the rule was a Ftct c. loi, 

s 4 " the 

obtained, that the order appealed against was made on trial of the ap- 
Saturday, the gnd of October, 1847, at about five o'clock ^JjJcii^Ae 
in the afternoon, upon which the appellant Cdoke imme- J^2i*^jy* 
diately stated to the woman Dedkins his intention to on for hearing. 

Notice of ap- 

appeal against the order. On Monday morning, the 4th of peal is "pro- 

,, _ ,11. . 1 *^ cess," within 

October i at ten o clock, a written notice was served on Mary the meaning of 

29 Cor, 2 

AnnJDeakinSf stating that Cooke would appeal against the c. 7, and there- 
order at the next General Quarter Sessions to be holden i^ljudicatira^on 
in and for the county of Middlesex, and on the 6th of St?^ wm"®' 
October a notice in writing was also served on the »«deona 
woman, that Cooke had entered into recognizances to Sunday vnM 

, held to be ex- 

prosecute the appeal. On the next day a further notice eluded from the 
was served, stating that as fourteen days would not have the twenty- 
elapsed between the making the order of affiliation and within^^ch 
the next General Quarter Sessions for the county of ^p^*5ftobe 
Middlesex, the notice of appeal was thereby continued to |'^®J' y^^ 

c. 71,8.2, 
which gives to 
the adjourned sessions holden for the oounty of Middkiex, power to trr and determine 

«^«,A>1. ^_ ir aV« Ai 1 r\ ■. a _• ., 1 _!__ ^ *i 1 • '^j* .• 




those sessions. 
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AaUOmrL the General Quarter Sessions to be holden next after 

^^S* the General Quarter Sessions to be held on Monday, 

Regina the 1 1 th of October instant. Notice of trial of the appeal 

The justioei «r was duly given for the January Sessions, when the appeal 

MiDDLBMX* 

came on to be heard. 

The respondent's counsel having called on the appel- 
lant to prove his notice of appeal, he attempted to prove 
the verbal notice given by him to the woman by the 
evidence of the policeman, but failed to do so ; he then 
proposed to call the woman Deakins herself, and examine 
her as to the point ; she^ however, objected to be sworn, 
and it was contended by her counsel that she was not a 
competent witness to prove notice of appeal for the appel- 
lant. The justices were of this opinion, and refused to 
receive her evidence* Evidence was then tendered of 
' the service of the written notice, on Monday j the 4th of 
October. The respondent's counsel admitted that the 
notice was served, but objected to the validity of the 
said notice, on the ground that it had not been served 
within twenty-four hours next after the hearing before 
the magistrate, contending that the Sunday must be 
counted in the computation of the time. 

The sessions held the objection to be a good one, and 
dismissed the appeal* The present rule having been 
obtained, 

Prendergast now shewed cause. This rule must be 
discharged. The sessions were right in dismissing this 
appeal, as no valid notice of appeal had been given. 
First, with regard to the evidence of the mother. The 
6th section of the 8 and 9 VicL c. 10, wais intro- 
duced to remove doubts which had been entertained as 
to whether on application by the mother for an order of 
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affiliation under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101 , she was a competent Baa Court, 

witness on the trial of the appeal, which it is submitted ^^^* 

she would not have been at all before that act* as she I^egika 

is a party to the appeal; now the 6th section of 8 & 9 ^Jtnticesof 

FicL c. 10, only makes her competent on '^ the trial of 

the appeal/' which does not commence until the parties 

are in Courts which is not until notice of appeal has been 

proved. This is clearly the intention of the Legislature, 

for the mother is only a witness ex necessitate rei, to 

prove the birth and paternity of the child* It is then 

said that the written notice, which it was admitted was 

served on Monday morning, was in time* By the 4th 

section of 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, which gives the power of 

appeal to Quarter Sessions against orders of affiliation, 

the notice of an intention to appeal must be given to the 

mother *' within twenty-four hours after the adjudication 

and making of the order on the putative father.^ This 

being so, the appellant was bound to give notice of 

appeal within twenty-four hours of a time which began 

to run at five o'clock on the aflernoon of Saturday, the 

2nd of October, this he did not do> but claims that 

Sunday should be excluded from the computation of the 

time. Now at common law there is no prohibition 

against a notice of this kind being served on a Sunday, 

and the prohibition, if it exists, must be under the statute 

of 29 Car. 2, c. 7. The section relied on by the other 

side is the 6th, which enacts, that *' no person shall serve 

or execute any writ, process, warrant, order, judgment, 

or decree," on the Lord's day. Now a notice does not 

come within any of these words. The nearest, perhaps^ 

is the word " process," but a notice cannot be held to 

be a process ; indeed many notices are now given on a 

Sunday. In the case of Rawlins v. The Overseers of 
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Baa Qmri. West Derby (a), it was held that a notice of claim under 
^^^^' the Registration Act, 6 & 7 Fict. c. 18, s. 4, given on a 



Rbgina Sunday was a good notice, and Mauk, J., in giving his 
The Justiceflof judgment in that case, says " I know no law which pre- 
vents these notices from being served on a Sunday; cer- 
tain things are by statute declared void if done on a 
Sunday, but primd facie any act may be done on that 
day.** This being so, it is clear that the notice of appeal 
should have been given on the Sunday, within the 
twenty-four hours, the statute being precise and clear 
in its enactment on that point. Then thirdly, the no- 
tice, even if in time is bad in itsel£ The first notice is 
to appear at the next General Quarter Sessions to be 
holden in and for the county of Middlesex, which would 
have been on the 11th of October, but by a second 
notice the first one is continued to the Genera] Quarter 
Sessions to be holden next after the General Quarter 
Sessions to be holden on the 11th of October, on the 
ground that fourteen days would not have elapsed from 
the time of the making of the order until after the 1 1th 
of October, and therefore they gave this notice, which 
was for the January Sessions; but this was too late, as 
there was an intermediate sessions to which they ought 
to have come. By the 7 & 8 Fict. c, 71, which is 
entided ** An Act for the better Administration of Cri- 
minal Justice in Middlesex,^ it is enacted, by section 2, 
** that the second sessions, or the adjourned sessions 
holden in the months of February, May, August, and 
November, respectively, and such other sessions as the 
justices for the county in the first sessions holdetf in the 
month of December assembled, shall from time to time 

(a) 2 e. B. 72. 
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appoint, shall be General Sessions of the peace, and ^*^^ ^^'*' 

such General Sessions shall have power to try and 

determine all appeals, and all other powers which now ^^^^ 
or shall hereafter belong to the General Quarter Ses- ''^^^!Sx!^ 
sions." This being so, the appellant should have 
appealed to the sessions holden in November, which had 
jurisdiction to try the appeal as if it had been a General 
Quarter Sessions, and as the appellant did not appeal to 
that sessions he was too late, and the January Sessions 
had no jurisdiction to try the appeal. [Erie, J. It 
seems to me to be clear, under the words of the act 
cited (7 & 8 Fict. c. 71), that the intermediate ses- 
sions holden in November had jurisdiction to have heard 
the appeal, if the appellant had chosen to have gone 
to that sessions, but that it is merely an optional juris- 
diction, and the power to appeal to the General Quarter 
Sessions is not taken away if the appellant chose to wait 
and go there. The only questions in the case are on 
the notice of appeal, the competency of the woman to 
prove notice, and whether the notice might have been 
given on a Sundoj/]. 

Pashley, in support of the rule. The first question 
which arises is, whether upon the construction of the 
6th section of 8 Vict. c. 10, the mother is a compe- 
tent witness to prove notice of appeal for the appellant, 
and it is contended that the words of the section are 
conclusive on that point ; it has been contended that the 
''trial of the appeal^ does not commence until after 
notice of appeal has been proved, that is clearly not so. 
In the Queen v. Stamper (a), it was held that the 

(a) 1 Q. B. lid. 
VOL. II. V 
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ma ONcri. entry and calling on of an application to the sessions by 
^^^' overseers for an order of maintenance in bastardy, the 
Begina opposing party being present, was '' a hearing" under 
MnwuaT^ the 73rd section of 4 & 5 Wm. 4, c- 76, although 
the prosecutors did not appear; Mex v. The JZe- 
carder of Exeter {a). Then again, the respondents are 
in this predicament if the trial appeal of the appeal is 
commenced on the appeal being called on, the mother 
is a competent witness under the act, if it is, not she is 
not '' a party," and therefore is competent. [Erie, J* 
Try it by this: suppose the mother is called to prove 
notice of appeal, and swears falsely, and an indictment 
for peijury be preferred against her, can it be said that 
this is not a material proceeding in the appeal t] 
Then it is said that the 29 Car. 2, c. 7| does 
not prohibit notice of appeal from being given . on a 
Sunday^ but it is submitted that it does under the 
meaning of the word '^process." If we look at the 
definition of this word in TomUns*8 Law Dictionary , it is 
said to be '^ that by which a man is called into any tem- 
poral Court, because it is the beginning or principal part 
thereof by which the rest is directed." Now notice of 
appeal is the first step or proceeding in the appeal. In 
Taylor's case (A), it is holden that no notice of any pro- 
ceeding can be given on a Sunday , and in Waldeyrave's 
case(c), it was held that a declaration in qectment 
cannot be served on a Sunday. In Taylor v. Phillips (i). 
Lord Ellenborough, C J., held that the service of pro- 
cess on a Sunday is absolutely void, and cannot be made 



(o) 5 Q. B. 342. (6) 12 Mod. 607. 

(c) 12 Mod. 667. (d) 3 East, 166. 
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good by eubseqnent waiver $ and in Roberts v. Monk- Baa Court, 
house (a)y Lord EUenhorough^ C. J., lays it down that *^^' 
"all notices on which rules are made, are process, in Bbgwa 

respect to the subject-matter,* and service of notice of a TheJuiicesof 

MmDLESIX. 

plea filed on a Sunday was held void under 29 Car* 2, 
c. 7, & 6. He also cited Bakings case(i), Field v« 
Park(c); and 4 Hawkins, P. C, B. 2, c. 27, 

Erle, J. In my opinion this rule ought to be 
made absolute. It is clear that one object of the 
statute 8 VtcL c. 10, was to make the mother a compe- 
tent witness on the trial of the appeal, and it seems to 
me that as soon as the appeal is entered and called on^ 
that the trial of the appeal must be taken to have com- 
menced* If this were not so, and it is to be said that 
proving the notice of appeal is no part of the trial of the 
appeal, then it would follow that the persons who are 
called on to prove such notices, and who should swear 
falsely, could not be indicted for perjury, but I am of 
opinion that proving the notice of appeal is a step in the 
trial of the appeal, and that the woman is a competent 
witness under the statute for both parties; and as in 
tl^is case it is clear from the affidavits that the woman 
Deakin was capable of proving the notice of appeal if her 
evidence had been received^ I think the rule ought to 
be absolute on that ground. It also appears to me that 
a notice of appeal is within the operation of the statute 
of Charless and therefore that the appellant was entitled 
to give his notice on the Monday^ it is a process analo- 
gous to a service of a declaration in ejectment, which has 

(a) 8 East, 547. (6) 2 Saund. 390. 

(c) 30 Johnit Rep. 140, AiMnean. 

u2 
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BaU Cawi. been held in several cases to be a process within the 

^^^' meaning of the statute of Charles; a notice of appeal is a 

Rkgina notice of what one Court has decided, and it authorizes 

TheJutticetof another Court to proceed. I think on both grounds the 
Middlesex. *^ 

appellant is entitled to have his rule for a. mandamus 

made absolute. 

Rule absolute. 



^y^*^^ Tassie against Kennedy. 

Where ante- 'llHIS was a rule obtained by Meymott on behalf 

tion ong^inally -*> 

oomroenoed in of the defendant, calling on the plaintiff to shew 

the Lord. ® ^ 

Mayor's Court cause why he should not give security for costs in this 
was removed action within four days, or why in default thereof the 
Queers Bench clefendant should not be at liberty to take out of Court 
when "Sni *® sum of 164/. which had been paid in by the de- 
fendant paid fendant in lieu of putting in bail. 

money mto *^ ® 

Court in lieu of In this case the action had been commenced by 

patting m hail, 

and the de- attachment in the Lord Mayor^s Court more than two 

fendant subse* 

quentlyoh- years since, when it was removed into this Court by 

calliuffonthe Certiorari on the application of the defendant It is 

Lciuity for*^^* necessary, when this is done, that the defendant should 

cTOund°that he P"^ '" ^^^^ ^^ security for debt and costs, but in the pre- 

had left the ggnt case the defendant, by the leave of the Judge, paid 

country, and no '' o * r 

further step 164/. into Court in lieu of putting in bail ; subsequently 

was taken m , . 

the suit for two to this the defendant obtained an order to stay all pro- 
years* the 
Court madeab. ceedings in the action until the plaintiff should give 

^nin^^on^he security for costs, on the ground that he (the plaintiff) 

?n*^e'^? had left the country, and was residing abroad. The 

for costs witiim 

a fortnight, or 

that the defendant should be at liberty to have his money which he had paid into Coart in 

lieu of bail paid out of Court to him. 
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plaintiff did not comply with this rule, and no further BaU Court. 

step was taken in the action until the present rule L_ 

was obtained. ^^f "^ 

Kennedy. 

• 

Bovill now shewed cause, and contended that the rule 
must be discharged, the practice being that the Court 
would never fix any time within which the security for 
costs shall be given by a plaintiff. This is laid down in 
Broughton v. Jeremy (a) : it was also decided in Kelly v. 
Browne (6), that the Court will not allow a term to be 
superadded to a rule for security for costs, that the 
defendant be at liberty to- sign a judgment as in case of a 
nonsuit, if the security should not be given within a 
limited time. The cases are collected in 2 Chitty^s Arch* 
(last edition), 1236. 

Meymott, in support of the rule. I admit that in 
ordinary cases the rule is as stated by the other side, but 
the present case is one, which from its peculiar cir- 
cumstances, is taken out of the ordinary rule. The 
defendant has paid money into Court in lieu of bail, the 
plaintiff then leaves the country, and two years ago the 
rule for security for costs is obtained, the plaintiff does 
not put it in, and so the defendant's money has been 
locked up in Court ever since, and if the present rule be 
not granted, there it may remain as long as the plaintiff 
chooses, as the defendant will have no means of obliging 
him to proceed with the suit unless the defendant gives 
up his rule for security for costs. It is clear that if the 
defendant had put in bail instead of paying money into 
Court in lieu of bail, the bail would have been discharged 

(a) 1 H. & W. 525 (6) 5 Dowl P. C. 264. 
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Bmi Court, if the plaintiff did not declare in the action within two 

^* Terms of the bail being put in, Sykes v. Bauwens{a\ 

Tassik jy^j jjj jjjg present case the plaintiff has let two years 

Kennedy, gp by without declaring, and it is contended that the 

security on the money ought not to be larger or more 

extensive than that which the plaintiff would have had 

on the bail if that had been put in. 

Cur. adD. vuU. 

^*y ^^' Coleridge, J. This was an action commenced two 

years ago in the Lord Mayoi^s Court, and removed sub* 
sequently into this Court by certiorari, and the defendant 
being held to bail, he paid into Court the sum of 1642. 
in lieu of bail ; subsequently a rule had been obtained 
by him for security for costs, the plaintiff living out of 
the country, and in that stage the cause has remained ever 
since ; the plaintiff not having complied with the order, 
the {proceedings are stayed, but still the defendant's 
money is locked up, and he seeks either to compel the 
plaintiffto comply with the order for security for costs or 
ta be allowed to have his money returned to him out of 
Court 

Now there is no doubt that in the ordinary case, where 
a rule for security for costs is obtained, that the defendant 
cannotin any way compel the plaintiffto proceed, but if he 
wants him to go on, he must abandon his rule. But here 
there is the amount which the defendant has paid into 
Court in lieu of bail awaiting the result of the cause, and 
I think it is very unfair to the defendant that his money 
should be thus locked up, and the plaintiff not be compelled 
to go on. I can find no authority which in any way inter- 

(a) 2 Bos. & Pal. N. R. 404. 
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feres with my granting the rule which is requested by the BvU Cowi. 
defendant, and therefore I think it should be absolute. 1848. 



Tabsie 

9. 

Rule absolute, security to be put in within a Kennedy. 
fortnight, otherwise the defendant to be 
entitled to take his money out of Court. 



Jones against Jones. Apni 29. 

rPHIS was a rule obtained by M* Lloyd, calling upon A cause was 

the plaintiff in this suit, and also the Judge of the County Court, 
County Court of Merionethshire^ to shew cause why a ^nowicedils 
writ of prohibition should not issue to such Judge and j^feJ^J^ 
his officers to prohibit them from issuing; execution or ^^ defendwit, 

'' ^ on a plea of the 

proceeding any further in this suit. It appeared by the Statute of Lu 

nutations, 

affidavits on which the rule was obtained, that an action which was en- 
was brought by the plaintiff against the defendant in the officers of the 
County Court o{ Merionethshire to recover 16/. principal reJsi^book, 
and interest due on a promissory note, which was dated J^i^ tJJ" 
the 18th of February, 1884, and the plaint was returnable ^"^j^*^"® 
on the 23rd oiJuly, 1847. At a Court held that day the ^^ defendant 

received notice 

defendant attended, and required to be furnished with a that the Judfe 

had rescinded 

copy of the note as further and better particulars of the his judgment, 

plaintiff's demand ; this the learned Judge ordered to be thecJetothe 

given by the plaintiff to the defendant, and the case was which iSwde!f 

adjourned until the next Court, which was held on the ^^^^ / 

protested 
against a further hearing. The Judge, however, proceeded to give judgment in &vour of 
the plaintiff, on the ground that the plea of the Statute of Limitations had heen pleaded 
without five days* notice having first l>een given under the nineteenth rule of practice. 

Hdd, on motion for a prohibition that the Judge had exceeded his jurisdiction, and that 
the rule for the prohibition must be made absolute. 

SmMe, that the Judge of a County Court may alter his judgment on the same day at the 
same Court, but not at his own Chambers, after the Court is over. 
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Baa OomrL Hth ot Jugutt. On that day the parties attended, but 
^^'^ the case stood over until the next day, the 12th, when 
^^^^ the defendant pleaded a plea of the Statute of Limitations, 
JoNXfl. ^^^ QQ notice of an intention to rely on such plea had 
ever been given by the defendant, as required by the 19th 
rule of practice framed by the Judges under the 78th 
section of the County Courts Act, 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95 (a), 
nor was the Judge asked to adjourn the case by the 
defendant to enable him to give notice under the latter 
part of the rule; but the case was adjourned on the 
application of the plaintiff, to enable him to produce 
evidence to take the case out of the operation of the 
Statute of Limitations. On the 9th of September the 
case was again gone into, when a verdict was given for 
the defendant, on the plea of the Statute of Limitations, 
and entered by the clerk in the book of the Court in the 
following form: — ** Adjourned from last Court (No. 65), 
Stat Limts., verdict for defendants : costs to be divided.'* 
The parties then left the Court ; but some days, after the 
defendant received notice that the Judge of the County 
Court had rescinded his judgment, and that the case was 
adjourned to the next Court, which was held on the ISth 
of October, On that day the parties again attended, 
when the defendant protested against the case being again 
gone into, as it had already been decided, and judgment 
given in his favour. The Judge, however, overruled the 

(a) The 19th rule is, '* where a defendant intends to rely on the special 
defence of enforcing coverture, the Statute of Limitations, &c., he shall 
give notice thereof in writing to the clerk of the Court, five clear days 
before the day on which the summons is returnable. Provided always, 
that where such notice shall not have been given, the Judge in his discre- 
tion, and on such terms as he shall think fit, may adjourn the hearing of the 
cause to enable the defendant to give such notice such number of days 
before the day to which the hearing may be adjourned, as the Judge 
may think proper." 



^ 
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objection, and gave judgment in favour of the plaintiff, on ^^ ^Wf. 

the ground that the plea of the Statute of Limitations ' 

had been improperly pleaded without any notice having ^^^^ 

ever been given under the 19th rule of practice. Jonbs. 

The present rule having been obtained, 

F. Bailey, now shewed cause, and contended that the 
judgment was right, as it was clear that the rule of Court 
with regard to pleading special defences had not been 
complied with. [Coleridge, J. What do you say to the 
Judge's rescinding his judgment in the absence of the 
parties ?] That he was justified in so doing ; first, because 
it was a mere decision or expression of opinion, and not 
a final judgment ; and secondly, if it was a judgment, 
still he had a perfect right to alter or rescind it on the 
same day, at the same Court, although the parties had 
left. Now I have a verified copy of the entry on the 
book, where, after the entry of a verdict for the defend- 
ant, is written :— " No. 65, same Court The above 
decision rescinded, and- case adjourned to the next 
Court." [Coleridge^ J. The decision was made, and 
entered by the clerk in the proper book, and the parties 
left the Court and went away ; you can hardly contend 
that there was not a judgment.] But still the Judge had 
power to alter or rescind it during the same Court, in 
the same manner that the superior Courts can during the 
Term, which is to be considered as one day in point of 
law; (2 Lilly's Entries, 103; Chambers v. Moore, S 
Levinz, 430). In JR. v. Carlisle (a), Parke, J., says, 
that during the same Term the judgment is still in the 
breast of the Court. A quarter session is also to be 
considered as one day, and during the whole period of 
its sitting the Court may amend or alter its judgment. 

(a) 2B.& Ad.973. 



JONSB. 
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^^8^R^ Sec Dickmmts Quarter Se$rion» Practice, 6th edition, 
— - — ^ — p* 61. Then this Court will not interfere by issuing a 
V. writ of prohibition, unless there has been a clear excess 

of jurisdiction, and injustice has been done between Uie 
parties, which has not been the case here, as it is clear 
that the plea of the Statute of Limitations (which is never 
a plea which should be favoured) was pleaded improperly 
as without notice under the 19th rule of practice. He 
also cited Keen v. The Queen (a). 

M. Lloyd, in support of the rule. [Coleridgefl. Tou 
may confine yourself to the question of want of jurisdi&* 
tion.] The Judge had no jurisdiction to rescind his 
judgment in this case. After he had once pronounced it, 
and the parties had left the Court, he wb» functus officio. 
Now it is distincdy sworn that the alteration in the judg- 
ment was not made until all the parties had left the 
Court, and as the defendant did* not receive notice of the 
rescision of the judgment in his favour until some time 
after, it must be taken that the alteration did not take 
place until some days after the 9th of September, parti- 
cularly as it is not sworn on the other side when the 
alteration was in fact made. It may be that a Judge of 
a County Court has the power to rescind a judgment 
given by him at the same Court at which it was delivered. 
But that must be shewn to be the case, if relied on. But 
after a Court has been closed^ and the parties gone away, 
the Judge can no more rescind or alter his judgment 
than can the superior Courts after the end of a Term. 
In this case too it would appear that the case was tried 
by a jury, as the entry is, '' verdict for the defendant** 
Now if this be a verdict by a jury, it cannot be altered 
after it be once recorded ; Co. Litt. 227 b. But whether 

(a) 16 L. J^ K. S., M. C. 180; 3 Kew Sess. Cas. 28. 
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the verdict be given by the Judge alone, or a jury, the 

Judge in a County Conrt, when aitting without a jury, ia iiz 

both Judge and jury, and, therefore, the aame xule shooUl ^^^ 
by analogy apply. If he be allowed to alter his jttdg<* J«mb> 
ment after the Court has risen and the parties have left« 
why should he not do so at any time, even months after 
his first judgment has been pronounced. With regard 
to the facts, it may be well contended, that the Statateof 
Limitations was pleaded with the full knowledge and 
even assent of the plainti£^ as he obtained time to answer 
the plea, but failed to do so* 

Coleridge, J* I am. of opinion this rule should be 
made absolute, not on the ground of ah improper exer* 
cise of discretion by the Judge, because on that I should 
have no right to interfere, but on the ground that he has 
exceeded his jurisdiction by what took place after the 
9th of September, unless indeed it can be considered 
that what took place before then was null and void* 
Now, although it might have been irregular to have 
pleaded the Statute of Limitations, without previous 
notice yet the plaintiff was aware, long before the Court 
bolden on the 9th of September, at which the judgment 
was given, that the defendants intended to plead that 
plea; for it appears the defendants came to the Court 
held on the 11th of August, with that plea; so that at 
three Courts at which that plea of the Statute of Limi- 
tations was pleaded, that is to^ay, on the 11th oi August, 
IStb of August, and 9th of September, respectively, .no 
objection was made to it, and indeed time was given to 
the plaintiff to enable him to answer it on the 11th and 
l^tb of August, and thence until the 9th of September, 
and being at that time unable to do so, judgment was 
given for the defendant. It is not now material to 
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BaU Qmrt. inquire whether or not the case was heard by a jury, 
but if it was so heard, it is clear that the Judge had no 
JoNXB power to alter the verdict ; and if heard by the Judge 
JoNM. alone, it appears that he made his decision in favour of 
the defendant, and it was entered in the book kept for 
that purpose in that way ; it was therefore complete in 
his favour on that day. I do not mean to say but that 
a Judge may alter his judgment on the same day during 
the sitting of the Court, but he can have no authority to 
alter it in bis own Chambers, and behind the back of the 
parties after the Court bad broken up. The defendants, 
who had gone away so soon as they heard judgment pro- 
nounced in their favour, cannot^ of course, speak to 
every thing which transpires in their absence ; but the 
clerk to the defendant's attorney does say that he be- 
lieves, and the defendants also believe, that the judgment 
given for them, and recorded on the 9th of September^ 
was never altered, or rescinded at any time on that day, 
and that if it ever had been altered at all, it must have 
been after the Court had risen, and on a subsequent day. 
Surely, this calls upon the other side to say whether or 
not, in fact, the judgment was so altered on the same day. 
They had notice of this statpnent in the affidavit pro- 
duced on the part of tlie defendants, and might 4iave 
produced an affidavit in contradiction, had this not been 
so; but, instead of this, they merely give a verified 
copy of the entry of the judgment, and its being rescinded 
on that day, as entered in the book, which appears to be 
rather an evasion of the facts. I think, therefore, that 
there has .been an excess of jurisdiction, and that the rule 
for a prohibition should be made absolute. 

Rule absolute, without costs. 

END OF EASTER TERlf. 
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The Queen against The Justices of Cumberland. June 16. 



The Queen against The Justices of Lancashire. , 

A RULE bad been obtained in The Queen v» 2 he It is now a 

Jmtices of Cumberland, to shew cause why a man- that parties * 
damus should. not issue commanding them to enter conti- fuHy oppose 
nuances and hear an appeal. It appeared that a rate for mandamIis*aro 
the relief of the poor having been made whereby the costsVnd if 
Whitehaven Railway Company were assessed, an appeal there are spc. 
was entered by them against the said rate, and on its stances in the 

case, it is for 

coming on for trial, it was objected on the part of the them to esta- 
respondents, that as the company were a corporation, the 
attorneys who signed the notice of appeal should have 
proved. their appointment under seal. This objection 
the sessions held to be good and dismissed the appeal. 
On the argument for the mandamus, a clause was 
referred to, which rendered an appointment under seal 
unnecessary, and the rule was made absolute, and the 
mandamus afterwards having been obeyed, the present 
rule for the costs of the rule for the mandamus was 
obtained, against which, 

■ 

Cowling and Ramahag shewed cause. 
Greigy contr^. 

VOL. II. X 
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Bail Court. The following cases were cited ; Reg. v. ITie Justices 
^848, of Middlesex (a) ; Eeg. ▼. The Justices of London (i) ; 
The QoKEN jigg^ V. The Overseers of Oxted (c> 

The Justices of 
Cumberland. 

The Queen Tlhc Queen ▼• The Justices of Lancashire. 

V, 

The Justices of 

Lancashire. rw^i . . .1 1 

This was a similar rule. 



Townsend shewed cause. 



Pashletfi contra. 



Cur. adv. vulL 



The facts and arguments sufficiently appear by the 
following judgment. 

WiGHTMANf J. This was an application for the costs 
of a mandamus which was rendered necessary by the 
decision of the Quarter Sessions, which this Court con- 
sidered erroneous upon objections taken by the party 
'who shewed cause. In each case this Court was of 
opinion that the objection in the Court below was ill- 
founded and ought not to have prevailed. Each party 
relied upon a separate rule of practice. In support of 
the application for the costs, the general rule was relied 
on that the costs of a mandamus should be given against 
the unsuccessful party ; whereas on the other side it was 
said that costs would not be granted where a mandamus 
was rendered necessary by the acts of the Court itself. 
The Queen v. The Justices of London and The Queen v. 



(a) 6 Q. B. 365. (c) 2 New Sess. Cas. 568. 

C6) 2 New Sess. Cas. 568. 
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The Overseers of Oxted, were cases in which the objec- JBaii Court. 

tions were successfully taken in the Court below, but ______ 

were obviously untenable and frivolous, and ought not to ® Qoekm 

have been taken, and the party was considered as mis- '^^^ Juaticesof 

leading the Court If this were clearly so in the present The Queen 

cases, the right to the costs would clearly follow; and TheJostioesof 

Lancashire* 
this renders it necpssary in every case to discuss the 

matters which prove that the decision was upon an un- 
substantial point But these cases were founded on a 
much more certain and convenient ground, that when the 
party succeeding in the Court below does so upon objec- 
tions which turn out to be ill-founded, the costs of the 
application for a mandamus shall be subject to the appli- 
cation of the general rule for the payment of the costs 
by the unsuccessful party, subject to the regulation the 
Court may make in the exercise of its general jurisdiction 
over the costs. Such a general rule would not be appli- 
cable to the case of a party, who, having succeeded in 
the Court below upon an erroneous judgment, offers no 
resistance to the correction of the error. Upon the 
argument, two cases were referred to, both of which are 
to be found in the 2 New Sessions Cases. One, which 
was the more considered by the Court, is that of Reg. v. 
The Overseers of Oxted^ the other, Reg. v. Hie Justices 
of London. In the first case, the Court proceeded upon 
the general rule, and not upon the ground that the objec- 
tion taken was frivolous and without foundation, though 
Lord Denman^ in his judgment, does incidentally men- 
tion the nature of the objections ; but Mr. Justice Patte^ 
son, in giving judgment says, " The general rule certainly 
is, as mentioned by my Lord, that the costs follow the 
event of the mandamus; and I think there ought to be 
good cause for departing from it. I do not say that 

X 2 
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Bait Gmrt. such a casc may not exist, but I think this is not that 

case. It is said this is like a verdict set aside for mis- 

e Queen jifQction, which is usually done without costs, and I was 

C^Ifi^L^D^ at first much struck by that argument ; but it must be 

The Queen recollected that this is not always so, because where a 

TheJostioesof Court has committed an error and a writ of error is 

L A N(^A 8 H IR,K 

brought, the practice is, that costs are given to the party 
bringing it." So also, Williams^ J., said, *' It seems to 
me that the resistance to the mandamus was an unne- 
cessary act ;** and therefore I concur with Lord Denman 
and Mr. Justice Patteson. That was followed by Reg. 
V. The Justices of London^ which seems to have passed 
upon the authority of the previous case. Lord Denman 
says, '' I do not think there is anything in this case to 
take it out of the general rule that the costs of an appli- 
cation for a mandamus will follow the event" Mr. Jus- 
tice Coleridge concurred, and I was struck with the same 
difficulty, inasmuch as the error committed arose in the 
mistake of the sessions. I did not wish to lay down any 
general rule, and I concurred with the rest of the Court. 
Acting upon the principle I deduce from these decisions, 
I should say in the present cases there does not appear 
sufficient ground for taking them out of the general rule 
that parties unsuccessful in a mandamus should pay the 
costs. They are parties to the proceedings in this Court 
as well as in the Court below, and if they are unsuccess- 
ful here, the costs will be given to the successful parties; 
and as a general rule, I confess it seems to me infinitely 
more convenient to act upon that general rule than upon 
the uncertain rule of considering in each case whether 
the objections were frivolous or were untenable to a cer- 
tain extent, or not well founded. The rules, therefore, 
must be absolute with costs. 

Rules absolute, with costs. 
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BaU Court 
1848. 



Cook against Lynch. June 9. 

f^ROMPTON on a former day obtained a rule, calling The defendant 

^-^ haviogbeen 

upon the plaintiff, or his attorney, to shew cause why arrested upon 
the bail bond given herein to the sheriff should not be ^ave bail to 
given up to be cancelled. It appeared, that the defendant before^he ex!^ 
had been arrested on the 14th of April, under a Judge's gi^efor^hig 
order, made pursuant to sect. 3 of the 1 & 2 Fict. c. 1 10, ^^^ ^*^^ 
and that upon the following day, he gave the usual bail ^ ™'« "^^i 
bond to the sheriff. The defendant died on the 20th of wards been 

obtained, call- 

the same month, the time for putting in special bail not ing upon the 

^., , 1 * r plaintiflForhis 

ezpmng until two days after. attorney to 

shew cause 
why the bail 

Bagky shewed cause. The Court will not interfere ^"sheriff? ^ 
in a case such as this, the only cases in which the Court ^^J^uld not be 

^ given up to be 

will interfere, and order the bail bond to be siven up to cancelled : 

® ^ ITcU; that the 

be cancelled, are where there has been some irregularity, rule should 

also have called 

or the bail bond has been satisfied. [fFighiman, J. Is upon the 
not the action altogether abated by the death of the bad for not so 
defendant ? If the action is at an end and nothing can ^^^ ^y^^^ \f 
be done against the bail, why should not the bail bond ^jTo^called^ 
be given up?] The rule itself is improperly framed and W^^^^ 
has not brought the proper parties before the Court, have been 

made absolute. 

The bail bond has been given to the sheriff, and it is he 
who should have been called upon by this rule and not 
the plaintiff. Had the sheriff been called into Court, he 
may have shewn some good reason for not delivering up 
the bail bond. 



Crompton, contra. The plaintiff has in fact threatened 
to proceed upon the bond, which affords a good ground 
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Bail CoHTi. for presuming that he has the possession of it. The 

• sheriff can have no reason for not delivering up the bond, 

^^^ and it was useless therefore calling upon him to do so. 



V. 

Lynch. 



WiGHTMANy J. If this rule had called upon the 
sheriff as well as the plaintiff to deliver up the bail bond, 
I should certainly have been disposed to have made the 
rule absolute; but at present I do not see how I can 
interfere. The sheriffi I should think, has no reason for 
not giving up the bond, but I cannot take upon myself 
to say that he has none. This rule merely calls upon 
the plaintiff, or his attorney, and I cannot make an order 
upon him unless I find that he has it The rule must be 
discharged, but without costs. 

Rule discharged, without costs. 



Jane ^ Christmas against Eicke. 

The Court will J^f^RDSWORTH moved for leave to enter an ap- 
any equivalent pearancc for the defendant, sec. staL, under the 

TOraoMrser*^ following circumstances. The party endeavouring to 
vice of the writ serve the writ of summons, called several times to serve 

of summons. 

The defendant the defendant ineffectually, and on the last occasion, 

was followed i . • 

up stairs by a havmg received an evasive answer, he waited in the hall, 

Dartv who was 

endeavouring and having afterwards gone into the parlour he saw the 
andlhaving"' defendant running up stairs. He immediately followed 
Md dMed*^™ him, but before he could succeed in giving him a copy of 

door after htm, 

the copy of the 

writ of summons was put into the room through a crevice in the wall, and he was told what 

it was. Held, upon a motion to enter an appearance for the defendant, sec, atat., that the 

service was not sufficient. 
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the writ, the defendant entered a room and fastened the BaU Gmrt. 

door after him ; the deponent thereupon put the copy '^^' 

through a crevice into the room, and called out to the Chiustmas 

defendant and told him that it was a copy of a writ of Eicke. 
summons against him at the suit of the plaintiff. 

W10HTMAN5 J. My difiBcuUy is that you have not 
actually served the defendant. This is nothing more 
than a constructive service, and I find in Ooggs v. Lord 
Huntingtower (a), the Court of Exchequer said, that the 
Judges had come to a resolution, in order to avoid all 
doubts upon the subject, not to dispense in any case 
with actual personal service* 

Wordiwortk. The difficulty is in ascertaining what 
does in fact amount to actual personal service ; it is not 
necessary that the copy of the writ should be placed in 
the defendant's hand, if it is put down before him it is 
suflScient, and in this case the copy was left in the same 
room with the defendant. 

WiGHTMAN, J* This case is, I think, similar in prin- 
ciple to that of Goggs v. Lord Huntingtower^ upon which 
I must act, and hold therefore that this is not such a 
personal service as will entitle you to enter an appear- 
ance. You may, however^ have a distringas upon these 
facts. 

Rule refused to enter an appearance, but 
granted for a distringas. 

(a) 12 M. & W. 503. 



^4 



TRINITY TERM, 



BaU Qmri, 
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June 14. 



Ex parte Randall. 



A rule nisi was 
obtained, 
calling on an 
attorney to 
pay over a sum 
of money to 
his client, 
which he had 
received for 
him in a canse 
in the course of 
the compromise 
thereof, and 
the affidavit on 
which the rule 
was obtained 
was entitled*' in 
the matter of" 
the attorney. 
ffeJd, that the 
affidavit was 
correctly 
entitled. 



^HIS was a rulei calling on an attorney to shew cause 
why be should not pay over a sum of money to his 
client, Mr* Randall^ which he had received under the 
following circumstances. Mr. RandatTs goods had im- 
properly been seized by the sheriff of Middlesex^ upon 
which Mr. Randall instructed the attorney against whom 
the present rule was moved^ to commence an action 
against the sheriff for the illegal seizure, which he did ; 
and eventually the action was compromised, by the sheriff 
paying 69/., and costs, to the attorney for Mr. Randall; 
the latter, however, could not get the money from the 
attorney ; upon which the present rule was obtained. 

Hawkins now shewed cause, and took a preliminary 
objection to the affidavit on which the rule nisi had been 
obtained, on the ground that it was improperly entitled. 
The affidavit was entitled, '' In the matter of (the 
attorney); whereas, it was submitted, it ought to have 
been entitled in the cause in which the money was re- 
ceived. l^fFightmanf J. But this is not a proceeding in 
the cause.] In Simes y. Oihbs (a), which was a motion 
to compel an attorney to deliver up a document received 
in the course of a cause, it was held that the affidavits 
might be entitled in the cause, and if so the present 
affidavit is wrong, for there cannot be two modes of 
entitling affidavits. In HUl V. Stevens (6), it was held, 



(a) 6 Powl. P. C. 305. 



(6) 10 M. & W. 28, 
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on a motion to strike an attorney off the roll for im- ' ^aU Court. 
proper conduct in the cause, that the affidavits were '°'*°' 
properly entitled in the cause^ although judgment had Cxpvte 
been given in the cause, and the matter personally affected 
the attorney. 

Sir jP. Thesiger appeared to support the rule, but was 
not called on. 

WiGHTMAN, J. The Master tells me that in the case 
of Re Macy^ in the full Court of Queen's Bench, which 
was an application to strike an attorney off the roll for 
improper conduct in the cause, in paying 5/. to a witness 
to keep out of the way to prevent his giving evidence 
against his client, the affidavits were entitled as in this 
case. Suppose the action were in the Common Pleas, 
an application might be made against the attorney in this 
Court, if he be an attorney of the Court, and then it is 

clear that the affidavits could not be entitled in the cause. 

« 

I think there is nothing in the objection. 

Hawkins stated be bad no cause to shew on the merits. 

Pbk Curiam. 

Rule absolute, with costs. 
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1848. 



Jefferies against Beart. 

The 49tb tec I^ ^^^ ^^^^ ^ ^^'^ ^^^^ ^^^ ^^" obtainedi calling on 

^^Smill ^^® plaintiff to shew cause why he should not be com- 

uTifii^^' Polled to bring in the roll, and why a suggestion should 

c. 71 (the not be entered thereon under the City of London Small 

words of which 

are identical Debts' Act (10 & 11 VicL c. 71), to deprive the plaintiff 

lection 67 of of his costs. It appeared by the affidavits, that this was 

CoimtTcourt ^^ acdon of assumpsit against the defendant The cause 

F^.c*6)^ was tried before the sheriff of Middlesex, pursuant to a 

enwts,;* that ^rij Qf ^^ial dulv obtuned, when the plaintiff obtained a 

no pnvileffe ^ * r 

except as here- verdict ; damages Zl. Ss. 9d. The affidavit also set out 

inafter men- 
tioned, shall be the requisite facts to shew, that the plaintiff and defendant 

person to both lived within the jurisdiction of the City of London 

frraT the juris- Small Debts' Court, and that a plaint might have been 

Co^*' There ^^^^^^ ^^^^ f^^ ^^^ cause of action for which the verdict 

m no excep- ij^j been obtained. 

tions IB the 
subseqaent 
part of the 

sutnte. Bramtvett now shewed cause, on affidavits shewing 

Held, that the 

priTilego of an that the defendant was an attorney of this Court, and 
sued in his own Contended, that the defendant being an attorney, the 
fendm^is^ ^' privilege of his suing and being sued in the superior 

S^S^Idi^ti^n ^^^^ ^** "^^ ^^" *^*y ^y ^^® 10 & 11 Fict c 71, 
of that act. and, therefore, the plaintiff was bound to bring his action 

against him there. The words of the section relied on 
by the other side — the 4Sth section — are, " that no pri- 
vilege, except as hereinafter excepted, shall be allowed 
to any person to exempt him from the jurisdiction of the 
Court." The words of this section are the same as those 



jEFFEaiES 
V. 

Beabt« 
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used in the general County Court Act, 9 & 10 Fict. BaaCwrt. 
c. 95^ s. 67, and the question is, whether the privilege of 
an attorney to sue and be sued in the superior Courts, 
which is in fact the privilege of the client and not of the 
attorney, can be held to be taken away by such general 
words as these. It is submitted that it can not ; but that 
it can only be done by affirmative words; WeUes v. 
Traheme (a); JoUffe ▼. Langston Ijb)* \_Wightman, J. 
Has not the construction to be put on the words of the 
67th section of the general County Court Act been 
decided in the full Court in Lewis ▼. Hance {c) ?] In 
that case the question was, whether the privilege of an 
attorney to sue as plaintiff in the superior Court was 
taken away, and the Court decided that it was not ; and 
so, as far as it goes, it would rather be an authority for 
the plaintiff in this case. Then the 113th section of the 
present act is similar to the 129th section of the general 
County Court Act, which is the section which deprives a* 
plaintiff of his costs if he recover 'Mess than 20/., if the 
suit is founded on contract, or less than 5L if it be 
founded on tort." And this section evidently contem- 
plates the case of a trial before a Judge of the superior 
Court, who can certify, if he pleases, to enable the plaintiff 
still to recover his full costs ; but in the present case, the 
trial was before the sheriff, who has no power to certify ; 
Jones V. Barnes (d). 

Ballf contra, was not called on. 

WiGHTMAN, J. I am of opinion that this rule must 



(a) Willes, 240. (c) 17 L. J., Q. B. 172. 

(6) 1 Lord Raym. 342. (<f) 2 M. & W. 318. 



Jefferibs 
Beart. 
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Bail Owrt, be made absolute. . The words of the exception are 
general, that the plaintiff shall lose his costs '* unless the 
Judge certifies." Whether the' undersheriff would or 
not in this case, if he had the power, I know not. If he 
would, it was the plaintiff's fault that he has lost that 
choice, for he might have had a power for him to do so 
put into the writ of trial ; it is a very common course^ 
when the writ of trial is obtained, to make it out so that 
the sheriff shall have power to certify. That has not 
been, and there is no certificate. With regard to the 
other point, the words of the section are quite clear; 
no privilege* must mean no privilege. 

Rule absolute. 



^* 



J"°Q ^^' McDowALL against Boyd. 



It was sTerrad HTHIS was an action of debt by the drawer against the 
count on an* acceptor of a bill of exchange for S2L 10s. The 
thjwt^abiflof declaration contained a count on the bill, and also a 
^ven^for*" count on an account stated. The defendant pleaded to 
and on account jhe first count, that the bill was altered in a material 

of and m pay- ' 

ment and dis- point since the acceptance thereof by the defendant, and 

charge" of the *^ r / > 

debt, and the to the account Stated, that acceptance of the bill in the 

plea then went _ i i . . i ■ 

on to state that first count was the account stated therem mentioned, with 
ffiven was &° averment that the debt was the same. 

Ifterwards 

altered by the 

plaintiff in a material part, so as to become meffectnal. To this plea, the plaintiff replied, 

touching the alteration of die note, upon which replication issue was joined, and at the trial 

the defendant had a Terdict. 

Upon a motion for judgment non obstante veredicto or a repleader, Held, that the woids 
*< for and on account of and in payment and discharge" are notcouiva1ent,and do not amount 
to ** satisfaction" or *' extinguishment" of the debt, and that judgment tion obtanU ver§dieto 
must be returned for the plaintiff. 
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« 

ReplicatioTiy a traverse of the alteratton of the bill, and BaU Court. 

a new assignment as to the account stated; rejoinder, *°^* 

joining issue as to the alteration ; and pleas to the new McDowall 

assignment, first, never indebted, and, secondly, as to the ^oyd. 

said several causes of action by the plaintiffs above newly 

assigned as to the plea of the defendant by him lastly 

above pleaded^ that after the accruing of the said debt 

of 52L lOs. upon the said account stated above newly 

assigned, and the causes of action in respect thereof, and 

before the commencement of this suit, to wit, on the 

15th day of Junet A. D. 1847, the plaintiff made and 

drew his certain bill of exchange in writing, bearing date, 

to wit, the day and year last aforesaid, and thereby then 

required the defendant, four months after the date thereof, 

to pay to the order of the plaintiff a certain sum, to wit, 

the sum of52L lOs. for value received; and the defendant 

then accepted the last mentioned bill, and then and 

before the commencement of this suit, to wit, on the day 

and year last aforesaid, delivered tlie same to the plaintiff, 

who then took and received the same of and from the 

defendant, for and on account of and in payment and 

discharge of the said bill of 52L lOs. so accrued upon the 

said account stated above newly assigned as aforesaid, 

and the said causes of action in respect thereof. The 

plea further stated, that the last mentioned bill of 

exchange, after the same had been fully drawn and dated 

as lastly above mentioned, and before the commencement 

of this suit, to wit, on the said 1 5th day otJuney A. d. 1847, 

was accepted by the defendant in the words and in 

manner following, that is to say, by the defendant writing 

across the last mentioned bill the words ** Accepted, 

John BoydT that after the said drawing and accepting 

thereof, and after the same was completely issued and 



300 TRINITY TERM, 

SaU Cmai. negotiatedi to wit, by the defendant as such negotiator as 
^^^^' aforesaid, and during the currency thereof and before the 
McDowALL commencement of this suit, to wit, on the 20th day of 
Boyd. 7«ne, 1847, the plaintiff, without the consent of the 
defendant, altered and changed the last menti<Hied bill 
in a material part, by adding to the defendant's said 
acceptance of the last mentioned bill so made and drawn 
in manner and form as last aforesaid in writing on the 
said bill the additional words following, to wit, ** Payable 
at the Joint Stock Bank, London^ such last mentioned 
words falsely purporting to be part and parcel of the 
acceptance of the last mentioned bill, and that the said 
alteration was not made in correction of any mistake 
originally made in the framing of the last mentioned bill, 
or to further the first intentions of the parties thereto or 
any of them. 

Replication to the pleas, to the new assignment, joining 
issue upon the first; and to the second, the plaintiff 
replied that he, the plaintiff, did not alter or change the 
said bill in that place mentioned in manner and form, &c. 
Issue thereon. 

At the trial, a verdict was found for the defendant. 
Subsequently, a rule nisi was obtained by CfMaUey for 
judgment non obstante veredicto or for a repleader. 

T. Brown shewed cause. The question to be argued 
in this case is, whether the words used in this plea, as to 
the delivery and acceptance of the bill, amount to an 
extinguishment or satisfaction of the debt; for it may be 
admitted, that if they do not, but that the averment 
merely amounts to a delivery of the bill as a collateral 
security, then that the plea is ill, as bordering on imma- 
terial issue, for on the bill becoming avoided by alteration, 
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the efiect would mefely be, that the original validity ^aU Qmrt. 
would attach. But it is contended that the words used ^^^' 
do amount to an extinguishment or satisfaction of the McDowall 
debt. The words of the plea relied are, that afler the Boyd. 
bill was accepted by the defendant, he ** delivered the 
same to the plaintiffi who then took and received the 
same of and from the defendant, for arid on account of 
and in payment and discharge of the said debt of 52L 10s. 
so accrued upon the said account stated above newly 
assigned as aforesaid, and the said causes of action in 
respect thereof.'* Now, although the words 'Mn satis- 
faction" or '* extinguishment" are not actually used in 
the plea, yet the words which are used have that effect, 
and shew that the bill was given in extinguishment of the 
debt, for the words "in payment and discharge** are 
used. [Wightman, J. Would the averment that the 
bill was given " in payment** of the debt amount to an 
extinguishment ?] Perhaps not without the farther word 
** discharge ;** for in MaiUard v. The Duke of JrgyJs {a\ 
the Court seemed to think that "payment" did not 
amount to satisfaction, although it did amount to some- 
thing more than a delivery " for and on account of** a 
debt Then, the case of Emblin v. DartmlH}>\ was 
cited when this case was moved for as being against the 
defendant. In that case, the plea averred the delivery of 
a bill to the plaintiff, who received the same " in discharge ^ 
of the debt, &c. The replication traversed the delivery 
of the bill " in satisfaction and discharge ** of the debt, 
and on special demurrer, the replication was held bad, as 
traversing that which was not alleged so to doubt That 
case is in some degree against the defendant; but 

(a) 1 Dowl. & L. 536. (ft) 1 DowL & L. 591. 
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even here Parke^ B.^ says, that the words '' in discharge'* 
mean something more than *' for and on account of»** and 
here the words are stronger, for they are ** in payment 
and discharge," the only true meaning of which are satis- 
fiiction or extinguishment If that be so, then Sibree v. 
Tripp (a), shews that the giving of the bill would be a 
good answer to the action. 



(/Mattey, who appeared to support the rule, was not 
called on. 

WioHTMAN, J. It was properly conceded, that if 
the averments in this plea merely amounted to a delivery 
of the bill ** for and on account of the debt,** that the 
other part of the plea as to the alteration would be imma- 
terial, for it shewed that the bill so given had not been 
efiectual in discharging the original liability. The colla- 
teral liability no doubt would have had the efiect of 
suspending the cause of action while ensuing, but would 
be no answer where the collateral security failed. But it 
was contended, that the words of the plea express not 
merely a suspension, but a satisfaction or extinguishment 
of the debt, that is, that the words '* in payment and dis- 
charge'* are equivalent to satisfaction. Now, whenever 
equivalent words are used, I am inclined to mistrust 
them ; and I cannot say that I attribute the meaning to 
those words which is contended for by Mr. Brown. Two 
cases were referred to, and the efiect of theili is, that in 
MaiUard v. The Duke of Argyle^ *^ payment "was held 
not to be equivalent to satisfaction; and in Emblin v. 
Dartnell^ *^ discharge" was decided not to mean satisiac- 



(a) 15 M. & W. 23. 
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tion* If that were not so, the case would not be intelli- Bail Comrt. 
gible, for if the terms of the plea in that case had '^'^' 
amounted to satisfaction, the replication would have been McDowall 
good. I entirely agree with the decision in both those ^^o. 
casesi and think that the legal effect of the words '' in 
payment and discharge" is not equivalent to satisfaction. 
The judgment will, therefore, be for the plaintiff to enter 
judgment non obstante veredicto. 

Rule accordingly. 



The Queen against The Churchwardens, MayHandj?. 
Overseers, Guardians, and Governors of the 
Poor of the Parish of St. Mart, Newinoton. 

npHIS was a rule, calling on the churchwardens, over- The 64 Geo. 3, 
seers, guardians, and governors of the poor of the ^ Which Is a i^al 
parish of St Mary, Neioington, to shew cause why a ^he parish of 
mandamus should not issue, directed to them or some or j^J^^I^ 

empowers the 
" goremon 
aod guardians to call a vestry meetiiig of the inhabitants of the said parish on the Easter 
Tuesday in every year, at which said vestry meeting, all vacancies in the list of governors 
and guardians shul be filled up by poll or ballot, or in such way of election as shall be 
deemed most proper and convenient.'* At a vestry meeting held, in pursuance of this 
section, the churman filled up the vacancies by show of hands, and refused to grant a poll 
of the parish as to some of the rejected candidates, a rule for a mandamus to the church- 
wardens, overseers, guardians, and governors, having been obtained, calling on them to 
summon a vestry and fill up the vacancies. 

Hdd, that as a poll of the parish had been demanded by some of the inhabitants present 
at the vestry, on behalf of some of the candidates, that the election by show of hands could 
not be sustained, as it was for the meeting, and not the chairman to decide on the mode of 
election. ^ 

Hdd also, that as a poll had properly been demanded, that the chairman was bound to 
grant it, and adjourn the vestry for that purpose, so that all the inhabitants might have an 
opportunity of voting. 

Held also^ that the writ of mandamus was properly directed to the governors and 
guardians, as they are the parties to call the vestry meeting, which is a special one under 
tiie provisions of the local act. 

VOL. II. Y 
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Baa Court, one of them, commanding him or them to call a vestry 



I84«. 



meeting of the inhabitants of the said parish for the 
The QiTEEv purpose of electing a sufficient number, of guardians and 
St. Maky, governors of the poor of the said parish for the ensuing 
year, pursuant to the provisions of 54 Geo. 3, c. 113 
(local act), to fill the vacancies caused by the retirement 
of* those who had gone out of office by rotation on the 
then Easter Monday last. 

It appeared by the affidavits on which the rule was 
moved, that the parish of St. Mary, Newington^ is 
managed by a local act, 54 Oeo. 3, c. 113. The second 
section of this act provides, that there shall be a certain 
number of guardians and governors of the poor for the 
said parish, of whom twelve are to go out of office by 
rotation on the Easter Monday of each year. Section 3 
provides, ** that it shall be lawful for the said governors 
and guardians to call a vestry meeting of the inhabitants 
of the said parish on the Easter TiAesday in every year, 
at which said vestry meeting all the vacancies in the list 
»of governors and guardians shall be filled up by poll or 
ballot, as shall be deemed most proper and convenient" 
There is also a proviso that after the expiration of one 
year, " the inhabitants of the parish in vestry assembled" 
shall nominate and chose twelve persons in lieu of those 
retiring each year. On the Easter Tuesday in the present 
year, a vestry meeting of the inhabitants of the parish 
was held for the purpose of electing twelve persons as 
governors and guardians of the poor, in the place of 
those who had gone out by rotation on the day before. 
Several persons were proposed, and some of them elected 
without opposition ; but as to others there was opposition, 
and as to them the course of election adopted was, that a 
name was proposed by an inhabitant present and seconded 
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by another ; then a second name was proposed and se- 
conded ; when the chairman of the vestry called for a 
show of hands, and declared that person elected who had 
the majority on the show of hands. Several candidates 
were so elected without opposition, but as. to others a 
poll of the parish was demanded, which was refused by 
the chairman, oh the ground that that course had never 
been adopted at any former election ; and the vacancies 
were filled up in the manner described. It ^as also 
stated, that in some instances on this occasion a third 
name was proposed, but that the chairman refused to put 
more than the two first named to the meeting. 
The present rule having been obtained, 



Bail Court, 
1848. 

The Queen 

o. 

St. Mary, 

Newington. 



Ta^ourd, Serjt, now shewed cause on behalf of the 
churchwardens and overseers. The short question in 
this case is, whether a party dissatisfied with a decision 
by show of hands, can demand a poll of the parish to be 
taken at a future day ? After the case of CampbeU v. 
Maund (a), it may be conceded, the mode of election 
adopted in this case by show of hands cannot be sup^ 
ported, and that a poll may be demanded ; but the question 
18, whether this is to be a poll of the parish, to be taken 
at a future day; and it is submitted, that this is not 
within the scope and meaning of the act 54 Oeo. S, e. 1 13, 
which evidently contemplates an election to be completed 
on the Easter Tuesday^ — the words of the third section 
being, *' that it shall be lawful for the said governors and 
guardians to call a vestry meeting of the said pariah on 
the Elaater Tuesday in each year, at which said vestry 
meeting all the vacancies in the list of guardians and 



May 11. 



(a) 5 Ad. & Ell. 865. 
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Bail Court. 

1848. 
The Queen 
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Newington. 



govertiors shall be filled up by poll or ballot," &c Then 
the 57th section, as to the election of overseers, directs 
the election to be by the inhabitants '* then present." 

Collier shewed cause on the part of the governors and 
guardians, and contended, that they ought not to have 
been called on by this rule. They had no power to 
summon a vestry, which must be done in the ordinary 
way. [Coleridge^ J. But does not the third section of 
the act (54 Geo. 3, c. 113) say that the governors and 
guardians are to call a vestry?] The statute merely says 
** that it shall be lawful," and it is submitted, that this 
power is taken away by Sturges Bourne^ s Act, 58 Geo. 3, 
c. 6^9 (which applies to parishes although regulated by 
local acts), and subsequent statutes. He cited R* v. Si. 
Jamee^ Clerkenwell (a), and Dawe v. Williams (6). 



Ltuhf in support of the rule, contended, that there was 
nothing to relieve the governors and guardians from the 
duty cast on them by the 3rd section of 54 Geo. 3, c. 1 13, 
to summon a vestry on the Easter Tuesday in each year, 
and proceed to fill up the vacancies in a legal manner. 
At all events they must join with the churchwardens and 
overseers, who have no authority to call a meeting of the 
parish to fill up these vacancies of their own accord; so 
the rule is properly served on them. With regard to the 
more material question ; the right to have a poll of the 
parish in the election of the parish officers is a common 
law right which cannot be taken away by any statute, 
unless by express words. Now it is submitted, that 



(a) 1 Ad. & Ell 317. 

(ft) 2 Addams, 130. 1 & 2 Fict c. 45. 
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there is nothing in the 54« Oeo. S, c 113, to limit the Bail Court. 

poll to those present at the vestry on Easter Tuesdays or L-_ 

to that day. On a poll of the parish being demanded, * Q^^ebw 
the vestry can be adjourned from time to time, and the ®'- I^gton 
same vestry meeting continues until the poll is closed. 
The 57th sect., as to the election of overseers, strengthens 
this argument, for there the section directs the election 
to be by those " then present'* 

Cur. adv. vult.^ 

Coleridge, J. This was a rule for a mandamus, to 
be directed to the governors and guardians of the poor, 
and to the churchwardens and overseers of the poor of 
the parish of St. Mary^ Newington, calling on them to 
hold a vestry meeting of the same parish for the purpose 
of electing certain new governors and guardians in the 
place of those who had gone out by rotation, or for other 
cause, at or before Easter week. The requisite members 
had been, in fact, elected, but by a mode which, it \iras 
admitted, could not in itself be sustained ; and the ques- 
tions raised were, whether that mode had been effectually 
questioned on the last election ; what was the right mode 
of election to be pursued for the future ; and, as regards 
the governors and guardians, whether the writ could 
properly be directed to them. 

The parish, as to the regulation of the poor, is under 
a local act, 54 Geo. 3, c. 93, by the 3rd section of which 
it is provided, that at a vestry meeting to be held on 
Easter Tuesday in every year, " all the vacancies in the 
list of governors and guardians shall be filled up by poll 
or ballot, or in such way of election as shall be deemed 
most proper and convenient." Since the passing of the 
act, the mode of election pursued in case of any contest 
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Bail QmrL had been, to propose two candidates for each vacancy 

1 QA.Q 

separately, however many places there might be to be 

N^^GTON. ^" ^ ^^^^ ^^ hands being taken, the one in whose 
favour it appeared to be has been declared elected, and 
the other rejected ; and then two other candidates have 
been proposed for the next vacancy. In this way, on the 
present occasion, several candidates were elected without 
objection ; but at length, on the rejection of a*candidate, 
he demanded a poll of the inhabitants of the parish, and 
this was refused by the chairman, who proceeded to 
complete the election according to the mode hitherto in 
use. It is clear that mode cannot be sustained, for it 
does not ascertain the sense of the meeting with regard 
to all the candidates. The individual rejected for the 
first vacancy may have had a greater number of hands 
held up for him than the successful candidate for the 
second or any subsequent vacancy, and yet is rejected 
from all. So, again, the individual elected to fill the 
first vacancy, who has only been opposed to one compe- 
titor, might have been rejected had he been opposed to 
all or some of the succeeding competitors ; and even if it 
could be considered that on the present occasion the 
meeting had decided this to be *' the most proper and 
convenient way of election,*' which it would be difficult 
to hold on the facts stated in these affidavits, yet I think 
such decision would not have legalized it. 

These general words in the act must receive a reason- 
able limitation, so as not to defeat the very object, which 
is to secure filling up the vacancies by a real election, 
made by the inhabitants in vestry assembled ; and the 
right to determine the mode of election is limited to a 
choice among such modes as may secure that end, as the 
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two specified modes of poll and ballot do. For the same Baa Court. 

reason it appears to me, that where any vacancies are to ^^^ 

be filled, a show of hands is always an objectionable The Queen 

mode of election ; if the candidates are proposed sepa- ®^ Mary, 

^ ^ f^ Newimoton. 

rately, it is morally impossible to preserve accurately in 
mind the comparative number of hands raised for each ; 
if they are proposed in lists, the electors have not the 
opportunity of discriminating between the individuals of 
the several lists, but must vote for or against the whole 
of each list, though they might wish to make a selection 
from all. What shall be a proper mode of election, the 
statute leaves open to question only on one or two points ; 
it must be by poll, ballot, or such mode as shall be 
deemed most proper or convenient, the judgment as to 
this being limited in the manner I have already pointed. 
The party to pronounce that judgment must be the 
meeUng at large, for it is not of common right inherent 
in the chairman, nor is it given to him by this or any 
other statute, and he cannot have acquired it by custom. 

But whatever the mode of election be, whether poll or 
ballot, or some other mode determined on by the meeting, 
the second and remaining question is, who are to be the 
electors ? In other words, must the election be made by 
those only of the inhabitants present at the commence- 
ment of the poll, or, at all events, arriving during its 
continuance on that day; or is the poll to continue by 
reasonable adjournment, so that the inhabitants generally 
may poll in the election. 

It was admitted to be now clearly settled, that the 
latter was the proper course in general ; but the words 
of the 3rd section of the Local Act were relied on in 
support of the former. 

A vestry meeting is to be called on Easter Tuesday in 
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Bail Court, every year, " at which said vestry meeting" the vacancies 

- are to be filled up. The inhabitants in vestry assembled 

TheQuEKN jj^ gygj^ manner and at such time as aforesaid, are to 

Vm 

St. Maby, nominate and choose. The language does not appear to 
be strong enough to controul the general rule of law 
which is founded on reason, and by which alone in large 
parishes it is possible for elections to be made by the 
majority of those entitled to have a voice in them. 

The vestry meeting remains the same, however many 
times it may be adjourned in consequence of the number 
of electors. In the general act for the regulation of 
parish vestries, 58 Geo* 3, c. 69, both in the Snd and 
3rd sections are words that in a strict and literal sense 
might seem to restrain the right of interference to those 
vestrymen who are present when the vestry is first con- 
stituted, but they have never been so constructed. I 
think, therefore, not only was the mode pursued wrong, 
but that it was properly questioned by the objector who 
demanded a poll of the inhabitants generally. 

The remaining question as to the parties to whom the 
writ is to be directed, depends on the interpretation to be 
given to the 3rd section. By the S^nd section, certain 
persons ex officio^ and certain others named, are appointed 
governors and guardians ; by the 3rd, provision is made 
for the temporary supply of vacancies occurring between 
Easter and Easter ; this is to be done by the remaining 
or continuing governors and guardians, and these are at 
Easter to call a vestry meeting of the inhabitants of the 
parish on Easter Tuesday^ at which the elections are to 
be made. Then follows this proviso : — Provided always, 
that after the expiration of one year from Easter Tuesday 
next after passing this act, it shall and may be lawful for 
the inhabitants of the said parish in vestry assembled, in 
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such manner and at such time as aforesaid, also to nomi- ^^*^ ^'^'*' 

1848. 
nate and choose twelve persons, &c. It was contended 



that the words '* in vestry assembled*' were to be sepa- p. 

rated from those which immediately follow: that the i^jbwington. 
vestry was, therefore, to be called in the ordinary wdy» 
and that the governors and guardians had nothing to do 
with the calling it. 

It seems to me a more reasonable way of reading the 
sentence, to connect the words *' in such manner and at 
such time as aforesaid,*' with the words " in vestry assem- 
bled," and then ** assembled in such manner" will mean, 
among other things, " assembled in virtue of a summons 
from the governors and guardians." I see no reason for 
supposing that the Legislature intended to make any dis- 
tinction between the vestry which was to supply vacancies 
at the first election, and that which was to perform the 
same functions at the succeeding Easter. 

The vestry meeting is a special one, assembled for the 
special purpose of this election under the local act, the 
provisions of which generally the governors and guardians 
must be supposed to be better acquainted with than the 
ordinary parish officers ; and it is more especially their 
duty to see that all necessary steps are taken for securing 
the proper elections into their own body. The rule, 
therefore, will be absolute, and the writ be directed to 
the governors and guardians, limited, of course, to the 
filling vacancies where the elections were made after the 
objection taken. 

Rule absolute accordingly. 
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Lilly against Harvey. 



The jurisdic- 
tion of the 
County Court, 
under the ^th 
section of 9 & 
10 Viet, c. 95, 
is not ousted 
by a mere claim 
of title, the 
Judge must be 
satisfied that 
the title is in 
question, and 
he must inquire 
into so much of 
the case as to 
satisfy him 
upon that point. 
Where there 
arc special 
pleadings, and 
the question is 
raised upon 
them, the 
Judge can go 
no further, but 
if the question 
is not raised 
upon the 
pleadings, the 
Judge has 
power to in- 
quire into the 
case and decide 
whether the 
title is really in 
question, but if 
he is wrong 
and assume 
jurisdiction 
when the title 
really is iu 
Question and 
the superior 
Court be of 
that opinion, a 
prohibition will 
be granted. 



^HIS was a rule calling on the Judge of the County 
Court of Cambridge, and also the plaintiff in the suit, 
to shew cause why a writ of prohibition should not issue 
directed to them, commanding them not to proceed any 
further with this suit. It appeared by the affidavits^ that 
a plaint had been entered in the County Court of Cam- 
bridge by the plaintiff against the defendant, for the use 
and occupation at Bourne, in the county of Cambridge. 
At the hearingi the defendant appeared and objected to 
the jurisdiction of the Court to decide the case, on the 
ground that he was owner of the premises in question^ 
The Judge then directed the defendant to be sworn, when 
he deposed that he believed that, the premises were his 
own, and that he had bought them at an auction. No 
evidence of his title being adduced, the Judge thought 
that the mere claim of title to the premises did not oust 
his jurisdiction, proceeded to hear the case, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff. The present rule having been 
obtained, 

Burcham now (June 7) shewed cause. There are 
several objections to this rule being made absolute. In 
the first place, it is {or the Judge of the County Court to 
decide whether or no the claim of the defendant be bond 
fide, and whether there are any grounds for it, for it is 
not sufficient that a defendant, to make a statement that 
he bond fide believes that he has a title to the premises in 
question, to thereby oust the jurisdiction of the Judge. 
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This has been decided in many cases which have arisen ^*^*^ Oo^*- 
in proceedings before Justices under the Malicious Tres- "^^^' 
pass Act, 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 30. InR. v. Dodson and ^^^^^ 
others (a), which was a case in which certain labourers Harvey. 
were charged with wilfully and maliciously damaging 
certain underwood, it was held that the proviso in the 
S4lh section of the act (7 & 8 Geo, 4, c. 30), exempting 
from the penalty there imposed any person acting under 
a reasonable supposition of right, does not oblige justices 
to dismiss a charge made under that section, upon the 
mere statement of the accused party that he so acted, but 
in default of proof by him, they may judge from all the 
circumstances whether or not the party did so act* The 
case of R. v. fFroUestey, Clerk (£), is a still stronger 
case for the plaintiff. That was a case on the construc- 
tion of 53 Geo, 3, c 127, by the 7 th section of which, if 
any person refuse payment of a church rate duly assessed 
upon him, and the validity of which has not been ques- 
tioned in aufy Ecclesiastical Court, he may be brought 
before two justices, who may examine upon oath into the 
merits of the complaint, and order payment, &c ; but if 
the validity of the rate be disputed, and notice thereof 
given to the justices by the disputing party, they shall 

• 

forbear giving judgment in the case; and it was there 
held, that a mere statement to the justices by the party 
complained of that he disputes the rate, and that he has 
entered a caveat in the Ecclesiastical Court against its 
being allowed, does not deprive the justices of jurisdic- 
tion, but that they must still hear and examine to ascer- 
tain whether the costs is bond ^de disputed. Now, in 
that case there was more than a bare allegation that the 

(a) n A. & E. 704. (b) 1 B. & Ad. 648. 
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Bail Court, rate was disputed, for a caveat had been entered against 

^ • it The Judge, in the present case, inquired into the 

^^^^^ circumstances, an4 decided that the latter was not in 

Harv£y. question. In this he acted rightly, and if so, his decision 

is conclusive ; Brittain v. Kinnaird(a). [Stopped by the 

Court, who called on Nayhr to support his rule]. 

Nay lor in support of the rule. The cases cited on the 
other side are not decisive authorities in the present case ; 
they merely shew that it has been decided under parti- 
cular acts of Parliament, that a mere claim of right does 
not oust the justice of his jurisdiction,. [fVightmatif J. 
The matter strikes me thus, — that it is not enough for a 
man to s^y merely that he is, or believes himself to be, 
the owner of the premises, but that he must shew some 
reasonable grounds for that belief. If he does this, and 
still the Judge decides against him, and if he can shew 
that the Judge is wrong in that decision, then he may come 
here for a prohibition. It is not enough to shew a mere claim 
of right]. But in the case of Tenniswood v. Patteson (6), 
which was a case of false judgtnent from the County 
Court of York, it was decided that the jurisdiction of the 
County Court is ousted by a plea or cognizance setting 
up a title to the freehold, although no issue be taken on 
that part of the plea or cognizance. In the present case, 
it must be presumed that the claim of title was bondjidef 
as the defendant swore that he believed that he was the 
owner of the premises, and not Lilly ; and to say that the 
claim was not hondjide^ would be to say, that the defendant 
has committed perjury. \^H^ightman^ J. There is a very 
good note in Mr. UdalVs Book on County Courts on this 

(a) 1 Brod. & Bing. 432. (fr) 3 C. B. 243. 



XI. VICTORIA. 315 

point (note 8y p:ige 4^, 1st ed.), and he lays down the rule ^a*' Court, 
to be, that to ascertain whether a case is within an exception *^^' 
of this kind in a statute, the Courts will look to the record ^'^^^ 
generally, and if that is not conclusive, will consider the Hakfby. 
evidence: and it seems to me to be reasonable that it 
should be so ; but in this case the record would not be 
conclusive. Mr. UdaU also cites a case from the Irish 
Reports on the construction of the Irish statute 36 Geo. 8, 
c» 25, which transfers the civil bill jurisdiction to the 
Assistant Barrister's Court, in which the 7th section 
provides, '* that the title to lands be not drawn into 
question in any such proceeding;** and he says, that 
''although the decisions on this proviso have not been 
uniform throughout, yet it appears now settled that no 
class of personal actions is excepted from the jurisdiction, 
but that the &cts of each case must be investigated by 
evidence, to see whether the right is in question bond 
jide^ That would seem to be the fair inference from the 
cases]. If the Judge of the County Court is to be the 
Judge of the hona fdes of the claim of right, he can 
always exceed his jurisdiction. In the present case, the 
defendant swears that the premises are his, and that I 
contend is sufficient to take the case out of the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court, and that it is not necessary for him to 
prove his title. [JVig/UmaUfJ. There does not seem to be 
any express decision on this point, so I will consider my 
judgment]. 

Cur. adv. vulU 

WiGHTMAN, J. The question in this case was, whether 
the title to an hereditament came in question so as to 
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BaU Court, take the case out of the jurisdiction of the County Court 
^^* under the proviso in the 58th section of the 9 & 10 FicL 
o!^ c. 95. The demand was for use and occupation, and the 
Harvsv. defendant objected to the jurisdiction of the County 
Court, upon the ground that he claimed the premises as 
his own, and that consequently the title was in question. 
The Judge of the County Court examined the de- 
fendant upon oath, who stated that he believed the pre- 
mises were his, and that he had purchased them at a sale 
by auction. The Judge, however, went on with the 
vcase, and decided in favour of the plaintiff, being of 
opinion that the title did not really come in question; 
and upon examination of the aiSdavits, 1 am of opinion, 
that there was not any real ground for the objection, and 
that the question of title was not raised, hondfde^ by the 
defendant 

The defendant did not pretend to have had any con- 
veyance of the premises, or to have paid for them, or to 
have had possession, &c ; on the other hand, it appeared 
that the plaintiff had been in possession of the premises, 
and in receipt of the rents and profits for upwards of 
twenty-five years; that he had a conveyance of them; 
and had paid the purchase money, — and that the de- 
fendant, in 1843, took the premises of the plaintiff, as 
tenant, at a rent of 80/. a year, which was pud down to 
November f 1846. It also appeared, that in June^ 1847, 
the plaintiff distrained the goods of the defendant for the 
arrear, which were sold without replevin ; that on a sub- 
sequent occasion, when it was a question, whether the 
defendant had not taken the premises of the plaintiff 
jointly with his son, the defendant swore that he alone 
took the premises of the plaintiff. It appeared, upon 
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these facts, clear that the defendant had no ground for Bail Court. 
bringing the title into question, and that it was not really ^^w. 
m question in the case. It was, however, contended for ^^^^ 
the defendant, that it was enough for him to state upon Harvey. 
oath that he believed the premises were his to bring the 
case within the proviso, and to take it out of the juris- 
diction of the County Court, and that the Judge had no 
authority to inquire further. It appears to me, that if 
the Judge has authority to ascertain whether the title 
really is in question, it is very difficult to define the limit 
to which his inquiry go. It can hardly be intended by 
the statute, that the mere assertion of the defendant that 
he claims title, or that it is in question, will suffice to 
take away the jurisdiction. The Judge must be satisfied 
that it is in question, and for that purpose, must have 
authority to inquire into so much of the case as is neces- 
sary to satisfy him upon that point. Where there are 
special pleadings and the question is raised upon them, 
the Judge can go no further ; but where the question is 
not raised upon the pleadings, but is merely suggested 
by the defendant, the Judge must inquire into the cir- 
cumstances before he can be satisfied that title does come 
in question. 

If he is wrong and assumes jurisdiction when the title 
really is in question, the defendant, upon making that 
appear to the superior Court, would be entitled to a 
prohibition. Each case must depend upon its own cir- 
cumstances. The cases that have been decided upon, 
the 53 Oeo. 3, c. 127, s. 7, are authorities for this view 
of the case. The terms of the provisions in the two 
statutes are not the same, but the point in question is 
common to both. In The King v. The Chapehvardens 
of Milne Row (6), and The King v. Wrotteslegf it was 
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BaQ Qmri. considered that the justicea in the case under the 
^^^* 68 Oeo. 3, must be satisfied that there is a bond fide 
Ln.LY intention to dispute the rate before they are bound to 
Haevey. s^p, if^ notwithstanding reasonable evidence, that the 
title is really in question, the Judge of the inferior Court 
still goes on, his assumption of jurisdiction may be super- 
seded by a prohibition ; but in the present case, it appears 
to me that the Judge of the County Court was right, and 
that title did not really come into question in the case. 
The rule, therefore, will be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 
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CtARKE against The East India Company* ^q^- ^5* 

ON a former day Forsyth obtained a rule, on the part A Judge At 
Chambers has 

of the defendants, calling upon the plaintiff to shew no power imder 

cause why the order of a Judge at Chambers, made on c. 63^ s. 44, * 

the 13th o{Ja9ie last, for a writ ih the nature of a man- ^22 s.T, to 

damns to be issued for the examination of certain witnesses *^"*\* Zl!\^^ 

commission to 

in the Mauritius^ should not be set aside, and why a iMuototaJie 

^ the examina- 

new writ should not be issued by this Court It appeared tions of wit- 
nesses in the 
that it being deemed necessary by the defendants to have colonies, but a 

,,-_-. _ motion most be 

a witness examined, resident in the Mauritius, an order made to the 
of a Judge at Chambers was obtained, in the usual way, purpose. 
for the purpose* Doubts^ however, subsequently arose 
as to the power of a Judge at Chambers to make such an 
order under the 13 Geo* 3, c. 63, s. 44, and the 1 Wm. 4, 
c. S2, s* 1 (a), and application was made to the plaintiff^s 
attorney to know if he would waive any objection upon 
that ground, and no answer having been returned, the 

(a) Sect 44, of the 13 Geo, 3» c. 63, enacts, *' That when and as often as 
the said united company or any person or persons whatever, shall com- 
mence and prosecute any action or suit in law or equity for which cause 
hath arisen or shall hereafter arise in IndtOf against any other person or 
persons whatever in any of his Miyesty's Courts at It^estmiiuter, it shall and 
may be lawful for such Court respectively, upon tnotion there to he nuide, to 
provide and award such writ or writs in the nature of a mandamus or 
commission as aforesaid,** &c 

By the 1 Wm, 4, c 22, s. 1, the foregoing profisions are extended to all 
colonies, &c. 

VOL. II. Z 
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Baa Court 
1848. 

Clakke 

V. 

East India 
Company. 



present motion was made. Upon moving for the rule, 
the case of Smeeion y. ColUer (a) was cited. 

ManUty now shewed cause. There is no necessity for 
this rule, as it is clear the Judge at Chambers had full 
power to award the writ, which is a very common practice. 
[Patteson, J. The rule was moved chiefly upon the 
authority of Smeeton v. CoUier (i), where the Court held, 
that if there are words of limitation in the act, a Judge 
at Chambers has no power (c).] The constant practice 
hitherto has been to grant these applications at Chambers. 



Patteson^ J. I find that by sect 40 of the 13 Oeo. S, 
c 6S, which relates to criminal proceedings, the words 
are *'it shall and may be lawful for his Majesty's said 
Court, upon motion to be made on behalf of the prosecutor 
or of the defendant or defendants, to award a writ or 
writs of mandamus ;** but the 44th section has the words 
" upon motion there to be made" Whether or not any 
distinction was intended in the two cases I cannot say, 
but it is quite clear that the application in the present 
instance should have been to the Court, and that a Judge 
at Chambers has no power. 



Forsyth^ contra. 



Rule absolute* 



(a) 1 Exch. Rep. 459. (6) 1 Exch. Rep. 459. 

(e) In that case, Mr. Baron Parhe said, '* unless a distinction is made 
in a statute between the powers of a Judge and those of the Court, the 
Judge has the same power as the Court. In 43 Geo, 3, c. 46, s. 2, which, 
after enacting, that persons arrested on mesne process instead of giving 
bail, may deposit with the sheri£P a certain sum to be paid into Court, the 
clause goes on to enact, that on the defendant's perfecting bail, the sum of 
money so deposited ' shall by order of the Court upon motion to be made 
for that purpose be repaid to such defendant.' The language of that Act 
shews that a Judge at Chambers, has no authonty in such a case." 
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Wilkinson against Willats. ^q^* ^5. 

TTPON an earlier day in Term, Charnock had obtained The plaintiff 
a rule nisi for enlarging the peremptory undertaking peremptory 
herein. The undertaking in this cause was given to try ^^afShS'lfn!*' 
the cause at the last summer assizes for Berkshire, but """S^sims, 

and navin^ 

havinff failed to do so, the plaintiff obtained the present omitted to do 

° * "^ so, applied to 

rule, upon an affidavit which stated " that immediately the Court for 

a rule to en- 
after the first day of May last, the date of the rule made large his un- 

in this cause, he followed up the information which he an affidavit 

n J* *i. 'J i» xi_ which alleged 

was in possession of regarding the residence oi the asanezciue 
material witness, on account of whose absence he could ^^^/to" 
not proceed to trial at the time when the said rule was *"*^ the ab- 

■^ sence of a 

made, and that he was unable to obtain the address of material wit- 
ness ; but did 

such witness, or discover where he was to be found, not give his 

1111 1 • 1 .1 ft 1 name. Upon 

although he used every exertion to do so, until after the an objection 

time, when it was too late to give notice of trial in this upo^a second 

cuse for the commission day for Mingdan, where the ^^\p 

said assizes were appointed to be held,** &c. f^® °?™® ^^ 

*^*^ ' the witness 

&ould be 

S'ven. Hddi 
^ , at it was not 

necessary. 

the Court will require a more substantial excuse than 
upon a first default. Here neither the name of the witness 
is given, nor the nature of his evidence alluded to. In 
Montford v. Bond (a), Littledaley J. said, "It is not 
necessary that the witness should be named in the case 
of the first default, but in that of the second it may be 
different." Had this been an application at the assizes 
to postpone the trial, the name must have been given. 

(0) 2 Dowl. 403. 

z2 
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Baa QmrL 
184«. 

Wilkinson 

WnxATs. 



We have a right to know the name of the witness, that 
we may be assured that there is such a person, and that 
the excuse is hondfde. 

Chamoci^ contra, was not called upon«. 

Patteson, J. It really comes to this, whether or not, 
upon a second default, it is necessary to give the name of 
the witness* I really do not see why the name should 
be required more in the one case than in the other. 
However, in the absence of any express decision, I think 
I ought not to be so hard as not to let the plaintiff in to 
try his action. He must, however, undertake to try at 
all events. 

Rule absolute, on payment of costs ; 
to try at all events. 



Gay against Hall. 

¥N Trinity Term, Greaves pbtained a rule calling upon 
the plaintiff to shew cause why the warrant of attorney, 
the judgment signed, and all subsequent proceedings, 
should not be set aside. The rule was obtained upon 
three grounds : — first, that there was no consideration ; 
request, or that secondly, that there was no attorney present on behalf of 

he 18 expressly "^ * 

named by him. the defendant; thirdly, that there was no sufficient attes- 

The attestation 

to a warrant 

of attorney was in these words : — '* Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said Renry HaU in 

mv presence, and I declare myself to be attorney for the said Henry HaUt and that I 

suDscribe my name as such attorney." 

Held, a good attestation within the 1 & 2 Vict c. 110, s. 9. 

Sanbkf that as between the original parties it is no objection that there is no legal 
consideration to support it. 



Nov. 13 & 17. 



It need not 
appear upon 
the face of the 
attestation to 
a warrant of 
attorney that 
the defendant 
Attends at the 
defendant's 



Gay 

9. 

Hall. 
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tation within the meaning of the 1 & 2 Fict. c. 1 10, s. 9. ^^ CiwK. 
The attestation was in the following words : — 

** Signed, sealed, and delivered by the said Henry Hall 
in my presence, and I declare myself to be attorney for 
the said Henry Hall, and that 1 subscribe my name as 
such attorney. '' Henry Hall. 

" George Overton, Solicitor, Merthyr." 

Willes shewed cause. 
Greaves, contra. 

The following cases were cited in the argument:— 
Joel V. Dicker (a); Pope v. Kershaw {b); Elkington v. 
Holland (c) ; Hibbert v. Barton (d) ; Everard v. Popple' 
ton{e)'9 Walton V, Chandler (f); 6ripperv.Bristofv{g). 

The facts and arguments sufficiently appear from the 
following judgment : — 

Patteson, J. There were in this case two objections Nov. 17. 
to the warrant of attorney itself; first, with respect to the 
form of attestation, and, secondly, with respect to the 
fact of the attorney who attested the warrant of attorney 
having been expressly retained by the defendant, and 
attending at his request. The attestation appeared only 
to contain the statement of Overton, ''signed, sealed, and 
delivered by the said Henry Hall in my presence, and I 
. declare myself to be attorney for the said Henry Hall;'* 
but it did not say that he attended at the request of 

(a) 16 L. J., Q. B. 369 ; 2 Chit Arch. 852, 860. 
(6) 2 B. C. R. 198. (c) 9 M. & W. 669. 

(rf) 10 M. & W. 678. (e) 13 L. J., Q. B. 1. 

(/) 1 C. B. 306. (g) 6U.&W. 807. 
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Bail Court. Henry Hall, or that he was expressly named by him. 
^^^* It has been contended, that it is necessary that this 
^^^ should appear, not only as a fisurt, but upon the face of 
Hall. the attestation ; and it was argued, that the words of the 
act expressly require it. Upon looking into the cases, 
however, I do not find any authority in which it has 
been determined that it should appear upon the face of 
the attestation at all. There are cases in which, where 
it did appear, the Court approved of it; but I cannot 
find any case in which the Courts have held it bad where 
it did not appear ; and looking at the words of the act of 
Parliament, I think 1 am bound to hold that the terms 
of the act have been complied with (a). Then> with 
respect to the fact of whether or not the attorney was 
really named and expressly attended on the part of the 
defendant; that must be determined, by the affidavits. 
[His Lordship then went into the facts as they appeared 
upon the affidavits, and determined from them that the 
attorney was expressly named by, and did attend at the 
request of the defendant]. The remaining question then 
is, whether or not there was any consideration. Now, 
I cannot find any authority, nor did Mr. Greaves cite 
any, in which it has been held that want of consideration 
will vitiate a warrant of attorney. Fraud or deception. 



(a) Section 9 of the 1 & 2 Viet, c. 110, enacts, «That firom and after 
the time appointed for the commencement of this act, no warrant of 
attorney to confess judgment in any personal action, or cognovit actionem 
given by any person, shall be of any force unless there shall be present some 
attorney of one of the Superior Courts on behalf of such person, expressly 
named by him, and attending at his request, to inform him of the nature 
and effect of such warrant or cognovit before the same is executed ; which 
attorney shall subscribe his name as a witness to the due execution thereof, 
and thereby declare himself to be attorney for the person executing the 
same, and state that he subscribes as such attorney." 



Xn. VICTORIA. S«5 

no dottbt, will vitiate it, but I cannot find that a want of Baa Cmart. 
consideration simply will do so. There was a case, I ^^^* 
remember, where a man having executed a warrant of ^^^ 
attorney to a friend to whom he was not indebted, a Hall. 
question arose whether or not it was void, but it was not 
a question whether or not he himself might avoid it, but 
his creditors; and if this had been simply a case where 
there had been no consideration, I should have felt great 
difficulty in saying that the instrument was void ; but in 
this particular case, although there was no consideration 
for which the plaintiff could have sued the defendant, still 
there was colour for giving the warrant of attorney, 
because the defendant was in possession of certain furni- 
ture which belonged to the trustees, and he was suffered 
to retain a portion of it by a person who had got away 
the rest, but had no strictly legal right Upon the whole, 
the rule cannot be supported* 

Rule discharged with costs. 



Peat against Mangnall. ^<^' ^»« 

nPHIS was an action brought by the plaintiff against inattsctkm 

the defendant for a breach of contract, in not accepting ^^g^rS'^nL 
certain goods. The defendant pleaded non-assumpsit, ^^^^^ 
that the plaintiff was not ready and willing to deliver. The Modttit 

reralfpeeial 
pleafl, Ditt tlie 
plttntiff obCttoed a verdiet on all dM ifnMt witli dtmaget, Whersvpoii tlie Meodanl 
obCttBed a nda nin to tta j fivtlMr pgoceediiiga on tba pa/inaiit of tbo amomt of tbo rordiet 
aod fflwtB to DO taxod* 

BbU, that theio was no prooedoat for tho ndo, and thoreforo u it waa oppoted ih$i it 
must be d iachai god, but that the applkatioa waa a feaionable one, and therabre the role 
^poqIb be cbacBaixes vstBoot ooitik 



326 MICHAELMAS TERM, 

Bail Cotart. that the goods were not according to sample, that the 

contract had been rescinded, and many other pleas, on 

^^^ all of which issue was joined. At the trial the jury found 

Mangnaix. all the issues for the plaintiff; damages 8i Early in the 
Term a rule was obtained, calling on the plaintiff to shew 
cause why on payment of the amount of the verdict 
and costs, when taxed, all proceedings should not be 
stayed {a). 

Atherton now {Nm>* 18) shewed cause, and contended 
that there was no precedent for the rule prayed, but 
that the application was quite a novel one; it was, in 
fact, an attempt to deprive the plaintiff of his right to 
have his verdict followed up by having a regular judg- 
ment entered up against the defendant The only ground 
which could be urged in favour of the rule being made 
absolute was that thereby some few shillings might be saved 
by the judgment not being entered up on the record, but 
the cost of obtaining the rule will make the expense 
greater to the defendant than if judgment had been 
entered up in the regular way. The object of the defend- 
ant in this motion is not to save expense, but to prevent, 
if possible, a regular judgment being entered up against 
him on the issues which were raised ; but it is submitted 
that the plaintiff is entitled to have the record perfected 
by the judgment being entered up. It may be very 
important that this should be done. It may be that the 
now defendant may bring a cross action against the 
plaintiff for the non-delivery of the goods ; if so, the 
material questions which would be raised have already 

(a) A prior application had been made to a Judge at Cbambera by 
summons, but he refused to make any order on the ground of the novelty 

of the application. 
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been decided in the present action in favour of the BaU c&tirt. 

plaintiff on the issues raised by the defendant's pleas, ^SiS, 

and the plaintiff therefore is entitled to have the record ^*^^ 

made up, that he may be able to use it if such cross Mangnall. 
action be brought* 

CowUnfft in support of the rule. No doubt, in some cases 
it maybe material for the plaintiff to have judgmententered 
on the record, but it is for the plaintiff to shew that it is 
important for him to have the record 30 made up ; and it 
is not enough that a mere remote possibility exists that a 
cross action may be brought; if the present rule be 
granted, and the defendant should afterwards bring a 
cross action, the plaintiff might then apply to the Court 
to have the record perfected at our expense. The appli- 
cation is not without precedent, and is a reasonable one ; 
the defendant is ready to pay the plaintiff all that he is 
entitled to under his verdict, and why should he be put 
to the additional expense of the plaintiff's entering up 
judgment and satisfaction on the record. The same 
argument as used by the plaintiff now, was used when the 
payment of money into Court was allowed, but it did not 
prevail ; see Giles v. Hartis (a) ; Barton v. Souter (b) ; 
and it is submitted that the present application is quite as 
reasonable. 

Patteson, J. The application certainly does seem 
reasonable enough, although no doubt there may be 
cases in which the record might be essential to the 
plaintiff for the preservation of a right, as, for instance, 

(a) ] Lord Raym. 254. 
(6) 2 lb. 774. 
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Bail Comt. where a right of way was in question. In this case, as 

*^*^* the application is resisted, I will look into the practice on 

^I'f the subject 

^^^^^^^ Cur. adv. mdL 

Vow. 25. Patteson, J. In the case of Peat v. MangnaU^ there 

was an application to stay the proceedings on the payment 
of the amount of the verdict and the costs when taxed, 
and I at first thought that the application was rea- 
sonable. I find on inquiry that although it is not an 
uncommon thing for arrangements of this kind to be 
made, yet that there is no precedent of an adverse motion 
having been granted either at Chambers or by the 
Court ; and I am unwilling to introduce a new practice, 
although I see no great reason why the plaintiff* should 
in the present case oppose the motion, yet as it is 
opposed, the rule must be discharged ; and although the 
defendant is not entitled to much fiivour, as he put a 
number of false pleas upon the record, yet as I think the 
present application was a reasonable one, and I don't see 
why the plaintiff should resist it, the rule will be 
discharged without costs. 

Rule discharged without costs. 
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Bail Qmrt. 
1848. 



Byrne against Knipe. Noy, 21, 22. 

ON a former day Bagley obtained a rule, calling on Vwmui ap. 
the Judcre of the County Court of ClerkenweU and the under sect. 98 

. 1 , . . 1 11 ofthe9&10 

plaintiff to shew cause why a writ of prohibition should Vict. c. 95, 

not issue to restrain further proceedings in this cause. Court has 

The facts of the case were as follows: — In January^ though*tbe' 

1848, the plaintiff entered his plaint against the defendant ""^"cee^ 
in the above County Court, for the sum of 20i, which he An action 

'' ' was brought 

claimed as due for rent On the plaint coming on for in the County 

Court, and 

hearing, the defendant objected that an action was then upon the bear- 

_, . 1 /n, /. T-« t af\i • ingtbede- 

pendipg in the Court of Exchequer to recover SQL in fendant alleged 
respect of the same cause of action. The Judge, how- was then sub- 
ever, gave judgment for the plaintiff, but ordered that the courfof *^* 
time for payment should be postponed until within one Exchequer 

^ -f r r fQj tjjg same 

week after the cause in the Exchequer should be decided. <»y«v PP?n 

this the Judge 

Upon this the plaintiff took out a rule to discontinue the ffave judgment 

tor the plaintiff, 

action in the Superior Court, and paid the costs of dis- but dbrected 
continuance, after which he appeared in the County sbou^no^^'^ 
Court, and substantiated the fact upon oath. Nothing, within one" 
however, was done upon the judgment in that Court, but S^dedrion 
on the 25th o( March the plaintiff issued a summons of the cause in 

'^ the Exchequer. 

against the defendant, under the 98th section of the The plaintiff 

afterwards 

9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, which was for 22L 7s. 4d., being discontinued 

SO/, the original debt, and with the addition of the costs the Superior 

of the action, for which sum judgment was given, payable took out"a 

by instalments. Therule was obtained upon two grounds, undw^ect. 98 

First, that the Judge of the County Court had no juris- viSt*c 96^ 

upon the 
hearing of which the former order was rescinded, and a fresh order was made. 



Hdd, upon a rule for a prohibition, that the proceedings in the County Court 
^gular and valid. 
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BaU Court, dictioii to hear the first plaint, inasmuch as an action for 

ISiS, the same cause was pending in one of the Superior 

Byrne Courts. Second, that the County Court had no juris- 

Knife. diction to hear the second plaint, inasmuch as it was for 

a sum of money above 



Wittmore shewed cause. 

Bagley, contra. 

The facts and arguments sufficiently appear by the 
following judgment : — 

Patteson, J. Now that all the facts of this case 
come to be fully known, I think it is one of the clearest 
in the world. The only object this Court has in issuing 
a prohibition is to restrain an inferior Court where it 
is acting without jurisdiction. The facts in this case are 
these : — A plaint for 20L is levied in the County Court, 
and there is no pretence for saying that that was not 
within its jurisdiction. The defendant appeared and 
alleged against the jurisdiction that there was another 
action pending in the Court of Exchequer for the same 
cause. It appeared that the Judge hesitated and took 
time to consider how he should deal with the matter, 
because the suit in the Exchequer was not for rent, eo 
nomine, but upon a promissory note which had been 
given in respect of a former bill of exchange; but I 
suppose the Judge was satisfied that the consideration 
for the note was rent; the Judge, however, did not con- 
sider his jurisdiction was ousted, and I am of opinion 
that he was quite right, and that he might, without 
excess of jurisdiction, have given absolute judgment with 
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immediate execution, without regarding the suit pending Bail Omrt. 
in the Exchequer, which was not upon its face for the °* 

same cause ; but as he considered that the two actions ^^^^ 
were in substance for the same demand, and that it Knife. 
would be hard that there should be judgment and 
execution in his Court, whilst there might be a judgment 
in the Exchequer, he acted upon the powers given by 
section 92 of the County Courts^ Act, and made an order 
that the sum recovered by that judgment should not be 
paid until a Week after the case in the Court of Ex- 
chequer should be decided. He was afterwards satisfied 
that the suit in the Exchequer had come to an end, but 
no execution issued. Subsequently a summons was 
issued under section 98, for the sum of 221 7s, 4(2., being 
the amount of the debt and costs in the original suit, and 
the question was, whether or not this was to be deemed 
as a fresh suit, or merely a proceeding under the 98th 
section. Now I cannot shut my eyes to the fact that 
this was not a fresh suit in the County Court to recover 
the amount of one judgment by another judgment, but a 
proceeding upon the 98th section ; and thus the Judge 
hearing the case, and finding that the defendant could 
not pay the whole amount at once, made an order that 
he should pay fifteen shillings every month ; and it is 
against this order that the defendant complains. The 
Judge had rescinded the order made formerly by him as 
to the payment of the 20/. and costs within a week after 
the result in the Superior Court as he had power to do 
by section 100. I think the rule must be discharged. 

Rule discharged with costs. 
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Sail Qmri. 
184«. 



Nov. 7. 



Clutterbuck against Jones. 



The Court 
will not grant 
an order to 
examine a 
witness under 
1 Wm. 4. 
o. 22, until 
after issue is 
joined in the 
action* 

although it be 
sworn that 
the witness is 
likely to die 
before the 
trial, and an 
undertaking 
is offered not 
to examine the 
witness until 
after issue 
joined. 



J BROWN moved for a rule calling on the defendant 
to shew cause why an order to examine a witness on 
interrogatories, under the 1 Wm. 4, c. 22, should not be 
granted. The affidavit on which the rule was moved 
stated that the witness was seventy-five years old, very 
infirm, afflicted with a complication of diseases, and was 
not likely to live twd months ; he resided in the country, 
the venue in the action being Middlesex. It was also 
sworn that the witness was not in a fit state to be moved, 
nor was it likely he ever would. The only difficulty 
which existed in the case to take it out of the ordinary 
practice was that issue had not been joined in the cause. 
The declaration had been delivered and time to plead 
obtained. It might be doubtful whether the Court would 
grant the order before issue joined, but a similar applica- 
tion was made in Mondel v. Steele (a), and in that case 
the rule was granted upon the plaintiff's undertaking that 
the witnesses should not be examined until after the issue 
was joined; that undertaking the plaintiff was willing to 
give in the present case. It was also submitted that 
it was not absolutely necessary that issue should be 
joined before such an order was granted, and if so, that 
this was a case in which thq Court would grant the 
order, for if it were not done great injury might accrue 
to the plaintiff, which he had no means of averting, the 
delay in joining issue being that of the defendant in 
obtaining time to plead. 



(a) 8M.& W.300. 
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Pattesok, J. I do not see how I possibly can grant ^^ ^^''*«^- 



1846. 



this application before issue is joined in the action. Here 

no plea has been pleaded^ and how can it be known „^ 

whether the witness's evidence be material or not, or Jones, 

what questions to ask him, until it is seen what issues are 

raised by the defendant's pleas? To grant this rule 

would be to break into the practice of the Court, which 

has always been the other way. 

Rule refused. 



Fearon against Norval. Not. 1 6 and is. 



THIS was a rule calling on the plaintiff in this suit, Under the 
*^ *^ 122nd section 

and the Judge of the County Court of Surrey, holden of 9 & lo Vict. 

c* 96 the 

at Lambeth, to shew cause why a writ of prohibition judge of a 

should not issue to restrain that Court from carrying into huTunsdiction 

execution the judgment recovered in this action. It ^i,ere^^ 

appeared from the aflSdavits that the plaintiff was the ™ntofthe 

landlord of certain lands and premises at Battersea, "ought to be 

recovered does 

which were held by the defendant as his tenant from not exceed 50/. 

per annum, 

year to year, under an agreement, by which the landlord and there is 
was empowered to resume possession of any part upon althoiwh the 
giving a month's notice to quit The rent was 40/. per Sl^ be much 
annum. A notice was given to the tenant to quit the 5^^t^„ 
premises pursuant to this agreement. Part of the lands P^JTi**^ * 
were given up by the defendant, but on his refusing to recover pos. 

session of 
premises 
wrongfully 
held over by his tenant under the 122nd section of 9 & 10 Viet, c. 95. At the hearing 
judgment was given for the plamtiff, but possession ordered to be given on a certain day five 
months forwards. The plaintifftreated this judgment as a nnUitv. and some time afterwards 
entered a fresh plaint, and obtained judgment ; a nHe nisi for a prohibition having been obtained. 
Held, that the first judgment was a nullity, as a warrant of possession had not issued forth, 
with upon it to compel the defendant to give up jpossession, and that the judgment in the^ 
lecond action was therefore quite regular. 
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BaU Omrt, give Up the residue, the plaintiff, in June, 1847, entered 
*^'*"' a plaint against him in the Lambeth County Court, under 
Feabon the 122nd section of the 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95. On the case 
NoBVAL. coming to be heard on the Slst of July, the Judge decided 
that the plaintiff was entitled to recover possession of the 
premises ; but on its being represented to him that the 
defendant was a market gardener, and that he had valua- 
ble crops in the ground, the Judge did not order imme* 
diate possession to be given up, but directed that he should 
be allowed to remain until Christmoi then next, when he 
was to give up possession to the plaintiff Subsequently, 
however, it was thought that it would be unsafe to act 
upon this judgment, as it did not follow the direction of 
the act, 9 & 10 VicU c. 95; for by the 122nd section 
(under which this proceeding Was taken), the Judge is 
required " to issue a warrant under the seal of the Court 
to any bailiff of the Court, requiring and authorizing 
him, within a period to be therein named— ^not less than 
seven, nor more than ten clear days from the date of the 
warrant — to give possession of the premises to such 
landlord :*' and the form of judgment under this section 
of the act, framed by the Judges under the 78th section, 
directs that the defendant /or^Afi;^^A quit and deliver up 
possession to the plaintiff, and that a warrant shall 
forthwith issue to enforce the adjudication. It was, 
therefore, thought that the proper course was to bring a 
fresh action, which was done in the same Court, in May, 
1848, when judgment was given for the plaintiff, upon 
which the present rule was moved for and obtained on 
two grounds: first, that the case was not within the 
jurisdiction of the Court, as the annual value of the lands 
and premises was above 502. ; secondly, that there was 
at the time of the commencement of the suit a proper 
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judgment existing in respect of the same subject-matter ^^ Oimrt 

unreversed, and that therefore the Judge had no jurisdic<- 

tion to entertain a second action. Feakon 



BavUl now shewed cause. Two objections have been 
made to the jurisdiction of the Judge of the County 
Court in this case, but neither of them can prevail. The 
ft'st objection is that the value of the premises sought to 
be recovered being above 50^. per annum, the County 
Court had no jurisdiction to entertain a plaint for the 
recovery thereof. But even if this were true in fact, which 
IB denied by the plaintiff's affidarits, it would not deprive 
the Judge of the County Court of his jurisdiction, for 
the rent being under 501, per annum, the value is imma-^ 
terial. By the words of the lB2nd section of the County 
Court Act, 9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, it is clear that the Judge 
has jurisdiction either in the case of where the rent 
of the premises sought to be rec9vered does not exceed 
50/. per annum, and there is no fine, or in the case of 
where the value of the premises does not exceed SOL per 
annum. The second point on which the defendant relies 
is that as there was a prior judgment in favour of the 
plaintiff existing at the time of the commencement of 
the second suit, that the Judge had no jurisdiction to 
entertain such second suit ; but this is not so^ the second 
suit was in the nature of a second ejectment, and the 
prior judgment, even if valid, would not have operated as 
an estoppel, but only as evidence of the title of the plaintiff 
at the time it was recovered ; but the first judgment was 
clearly an invalid one, and could not be acted on, there-^ 
fore the plaintiff was quite right in abandoning it, and 
bringing a firesh action* The l^^d secti9u requires 

VOL. n. A A 



NOEYAL. 
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Saa Cowf. that the warrant of possession shall issue to the ** bailiff 
'°'*^' of the Conrty requiring and authorizing him, within a 
Feakon period to be therein named — not less than seven, or 
NoRVAu more than ten clear days from the date of such warrant — 
to give possession of the premises to such landlord," &c. ; 
and by the forms which were framed by the Judges under 
the 78th section of the act, the form of judgment is, 
** that the said defendant do forthwith quit and deliver 
up possession of the said house, &c to the said plaintiff, 
and that a warrant do forthwith issue to enforce this 
adjudication,** Sec It is therefore clear that the judgment 
in the first suit was not in accordance with the County 
Courts' Act, as the defendant was not to give up posses- 
sion until the S4th of Deeemberf five months after the 
judgment, and the warrant of possession to give possession 
to the plaintiff was not to issue until that time, whereas it 
ought to have issued " forthwith** to give possession 
within ten days. 

T. E. DaviSf contrlu It must be admitted, that as to 
the first point on which this rule was obtained, the 
aflldavits as to the value of the premises are contradictory, 
so probably the Court will not grant ^ prohibition on 
that ground* Then, as to the second point, it is submitted 
that the first judgment was a valid and jsubsisting one at. 
the time when the second action was commenced* The 
judgment was, that the pluntiff was entitled to the pos- 
session of the premises, but the Judge, thinking it hard . 
that the defendant should be turned out of the possession 
of the land (which was a market-garden), at once made 
an order that he was not to be turned out until the S4th 
of December, which it is contended he had a perfect right 
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to do. The ISSnd section of the 9 & 10 Fiet. e. 95» Baa Omn. 
does not say that the warrant of possesdon is to issue '^^' 
immediately, and the forms framed by the Judges are Psabon 
merely framed to meet ordinary cases for the guidance of Noetau 
the officers, and cannot be intended to interfere with the 
general powers of the Judge of the County Court, and 
the power to postpone execution would come within his 
general powers. The warrant of possession is quite 
a separate and distinct thing from the judgment ; no 
warrant has in fact issued, but the judgment remains, and 
is valid, and the proper course for the plaintiff to have 
adopted was to have applied for a warrant of possession 
after the time for which the execution was postponed had 
expired. It is said that this is like the case of a second 
ejectment, but I am not aware that if an ejectment is 
brought, and the lessor of the plaintiff recover, that he 
Can bring a- second ejectment By the 89th section, 
judgments of the County Court are to be final and con- 
elusive. Now that section would be nugatory if this 
proceeding were allowed. He cited jPra?}^^ v. Wicks {a). 

Pattbson, J. Looking at the lS2nd section, it would 
seem to contemplate something done behind the back of 
the party, that is where, the defendant does not appeal, 
and I should have thought that where the defendant 
appeared that the jurisdiction was ousted ; but my 
Brother JSrle seems to have held otherwise, in the first 
application for a prohibition in this case, reported in the 
17th Lata Journal^ Q. B. 161. It se^ids strange to hold 
that the section applies where the defendant appears, for 
, there is nothing to shew that he may have a jury, and 
tlien the section enacts that the Judge's decision shall be 

A A g 
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JMi Omt. no bar to ail action of trespass. NoW) whoever heatd of 
an action of trespass being allowed to be brought for 
^^J^^ anything done under the judgment of a Court of com- 
NoB^Au petent jurisdiction ! The section rather seems to con- 
template proceedings taken ex parie^ and not those of 
where the merits have been fully gone into, and judicially 
decided. I do not know, however, that this afiects the 
present case, and with regard to the first point in it, 
there is no pretence for saying that if the rent does 
not exceed SOL, and there is no fine, that the Judge 
of the County Court has not jurisdiction under the l^nd 
. section, if the value be greater ; it matters not if the value 
be 20,000/., if the rent be under 502. and no fine ; as to 
the other point I will consider it 

Ct4n adv. vuU* 

On a subsequent day Judgment was delivered as 
follows : — 

KoT. 18. Patteson, J. I disposed of the first objection upon 

the argument, being clearly of opinion that if the rent 
did not exceed 50L it was immaterial how great the Value 
of the premises. On the second ground, that a judgment 
had been already obtained, I felt some doubt whether 
upoh the true construction of the ISSnd section it would 
apply at all where this tenant appeared: but having 
looked at the rules and forms framed under the act, it 
would appear that the Judges who framed them seem to 
have considered it did apply, and so it was held by 
my Brother Erie, in the case already mentioned (a). 
I must^ therefore, decide in conformity with that view, 
that the defendant's appearance does not oust the juris*- 
(a) Fevmi v. Koral> 17 Li J., Q» B. 161. 
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diction of the Court. Then, as to the effect of the ^'^ <^'>«^ 
former judgment, it seems to have been the intention ^°^* 
of the act that there should be an adjudication of the ''^^^^ 
right, and an order for the defendant to deliver up pos- Nobvai,. 
session forthwith, or in default a warrant is to issue 
forthwith to obtain possession within not less than seven, 
nor more than ten clear days. Here the order was to 
deliver possession upon the Slst of December^ and that 
order was beyond the jurisdiction of the Judge ; but £(fter 
this the landlord proceeded again, and now the objection 
is made by a sort of plea of judgment recovered, and no 
doubt, generally speaking, that would be a good answer. 
If a judgment is pronounced in the Superior Court, it 
matters not in such cases whether it is good or bad, as it 
may be reviewed by a writ of error, but in such a case as 
this there is no possible way of reversing the former 
judgment; and I think, therefore, the landlord had no 
right to treat it as a nullity. It would, indeed, be very 
strange if there should be a judgment upon which the 
landlord cannot act, and which, nevertheless, prevents 
him from recovering his premises. As the judgment, 
therefore, was a nullity, the landlord was justified in so 
treating it, and in proceeding again as he had done. The 
rule must be discharged. 

Rule discharged, with costs^ 
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BaUCaun. 

1848. 



Nov. 23. Doe dem. Poole against Willes and Others. 

Where a party ^HIS was a rule, calling on the lessor of the plaintiff 

seeks to be let ' 

in to defend in in an ejectment to shew cause why the judgment 
camuTdector,^ which had been signed against the casual ejector, and all 
conronfrule, subsequent proceedings, should not be set aside. It 
attorae^'of Ae *PP®*''^d by the affidavits used in this case, that after the 
Darty, must be service of the declaration and notice to the tenant in 

delivered with 

the plea of not possession, the landlord of the premises wished to be let 

guilty, and be 

annexed there- in to defend, and accordingly an appearance was entered 

be not done, for him to the action in the Master's Office. A plea of 

the plaintiff "^^ guilty was then delivered to the attorney for the 

mentl^ini?" '^^^or of the plaintiff, and a copy of the consent rule left 

the casual ^t the same time, which was not signed by the defend- 

elector, al- ' o ^ 

Aough an ap- ants' attorney. The attorney for the lessor of the plaintiff 

pearance has in 

fact been en- treated this as a nullity, signed judgment against the 

tered at the 

Master's Office casual ejector, and issued execution thereon. The present 
deljlitXe rule having been obtained, 

let in to defend. 

Lush and Prentice now shewed cause. The judgment 
which has been signed in this case is perfectly regular, 
and the Court will not set it aside. The rule of Hil. 
Term, 1 Vict*, by which the practice of filing the consent 
rule with the Master was done away with, requires that 
the consent rule, and not a copy merely, shall be deli- 
vered to the attorney of the lessor of the plaintiff with 
the plea, — it is to be annexed to the plea ; that was not 
done in this case : a mere copy, unsigned even, was left ; 
so that in fact there is no consent rule. The consent 
rule is all important^ for it is the only document by 
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•which a real plaintiff and defendant are subatituted for J^ail Comt 
the fictitioas ones ; and if the defendant proceed without ^^^* 
first entering into and delivering the consent rule, the ^pj^^ 
whole proceedings are void; Doe dem. Bumham v. «'• 

Lever (a); Doe dem. Blayney v. Savage (6). Then andOtbon. 
again, how is the plaintiff to obtain his costs against a 
real defendant except by the consent rule? In practice 
also the consent rule must always be shewn to the 
Master before the appearance is allowed to be entered, 
and if the consent rule is insufficient, the lessor of the 
plaintiff may sign judgment; Doe dem. Fdlmtmth v. 
Alderson {c) ; Doe dem. Hunchecome ▼• Roe {d). Then 
if we are regular in signing our judgment, the Court will 
not now let the landlord in to defend even upon payment 
of all costs, but, if he has any title, leave him to bring 
ejectment 

M. Chambers, Q. C, and M^Intyre, in support of the 
rule. The judgment in this case was improperly signed. 
It is elear that the consent rule has been entered into, for 
the Master would not have allowed the appearance to be 
entered for the landlord, unless the consent rule were 
first shewn to him ; and the copy was no doubt left with 
the plaintiff's attorney by mistake. How can the lessor 
of the plaintiff regularly have judgment against the casual 
ejector when the landlord has been let in to defend, has 
entered into the consent rule, and has entered an ap- 
pearance on the record ? As this appearance has been 
entered, the landlord is in Court in the action, and the 
lessor of the plaintiff has no right to sign judgment 

(a) 13 M. & W. 688. (c) 4 Dowl. 701. 

(i) 4 Q. B. 4I6b {d) 2 Doivl. & L. 96. 
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Baa Gothrt. 
1848. 

. Doe dem. 
Poole 

9. 

WiLLKS 

andOtben. 



against (he casual ejector uiltil the appearance whidi baa 
been entered is set aside. The proper course for the 
other side to have adopted was, to apply to the defend- 
,ant8* attorney to deliver a proper consent rule, and if 
that was not done, to apply to the Court to set aside the 
appearance as irregular. At all events this is a case 
where, upon the facts, the Court will let in the landlord 
to defend on payment of costs. Merits are sworn to, and 
•it IS evident that the non-delivery of the consent rule is a 
mere slip. They cited Doe dem. Cox v. Brown (a); 
Adams on Ejects 2SS, 4th ed. 



Patteson, J. The defendant is altogether wrong, 
even upon his own shewing, for the rule of Hilary Term, 
1 VicLy orders that ^' the plea, with the consent; rule," 
and not a copy of it, *^ be delivered in like manner 
as pleas in other actions," the defendants' appearance 
being first entered with the proper officer as heretofore. 
It has been said that the defendant is in Court in the 
nction by entering an appearance ; but how can that be 
said, when he does not shew that he has consented to 
being made defendant by entering into the consent rule. 
<])ould you bind him to pay costs ? Clearly not. The 
consent rule is a part of the machinery of this actioq, to 
make a real person the defendant instead of a nominal 
one. The delivery of a piece of paper purporting to be 
a consent rule, but without any signature to it, is a mere 
nullity ; and ahhough it is argued that in all probability 
a proper consent rule was shewn to the Master when the 
appearance was entered, yet as that was qpt delivered 
fvith the plea, it amounts to nothing, and the judgment 



<a) Q Powl. 470. 
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was therefore regular. But as I think- it wm a mere Baa damn. 
slip, I think the landlord ought to be let in to defend on *°^' 

payment of all eosto. ^l^ 

Rule accordingly. ^^^ 

and Others. 



Grandin against Maddans. not. 23 & 25. 

'I^HIS was a rule calling on the plaintiff to shew cause The defendant 

why the judgment signed in this cause, and why acer* sentef to'a' 
tain order of Mr* Baron Alderson dismissing a summons ^pC debt^ 
to set aside the judgment should not be rescinded. The SotHm^''^^" 
£GM;ts of this case, as disclosed by the affidavits, were, •HTJ®^*^®'*®" 

' ' ' without an 

that a writ had been issued and served on the 7th of appevuice 

bemg first 

July* On the 17th ot July the defendant consented to a entered for the 
Judge's order to pay the debt and costs by instalments, j5«u,that 
lOiL on the 9th of Jugust, the residue on the 19th. irrl^^lla!^^ 
Default being made in payment of the first instalment, m^ht'^thOTe- 
judgment was signed on the 12th o( August, no appearance ^'^'^^^j^^ 
having ever been entered for the defendant. On the 16th 5^^^ ^^^. 

** irregulanty 

o{ August notice of taxation was given, which was attended ^» waived 

by the defond* 

on the 15th by the defendant's attorney, when the bill of ant's attorney 
costs was produced before the Master, and did not contain tended the 
any item for entering on the appearance for the defendant costs, and 
At the taxation the defendant's attorney asked the plain- Jf^^^^btwd 
tiff's attorney for time to pay the debt and costs, which *^°*^ ^^^ 

was ffraniecu 

was agreed to by the plaintiff's attorney. On the 17th '^^ ^^^^ <>^ 

^^ costs produced 

iX August a summons was taken out before Mr. Baron before the 

Master at that 
time not con- 
taining any charge for entering an appearance being a sufficient notice to him that no 
appearance had been entered. 

Query. Whether Thompson o. Beck, 4 Q. B. 759, can, since In Re Stieetton, 14 M. & 
W. 806, be supported to its full extent, dvbiiante Patteson, J. 
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Ban QmrL AU^rttmf the Vacation Judgei to set aaide the jadgment 
^^' as irregular, on the ground that no appearance had been 
Qkahooh entered for the defendant On the 18tb this sumnoons 
Maddans. was beard and dismissed. On the 19th a second sum- 
mons was taken out to rescind the first, and to set aside 
the judgment ; this summons was also dismissed on the 
20th. On the 6th of November the present rule was 
obtained. 

Not. 23. Wwii uow shewed cause, and took a preliminary objec- 

tion to the rule, on the ground that as the defendant had 
taken out a second summons before Mr. Baron Aldersimt 
he had put him in the place of the Court, and thereby 
precluded himself from now coming to the Court to seek 
to reverse the Judge's decision. This doctrine is clearly 
laid down by Lord Denman^ in Tkompeon v. Beck (a) ; 
he also cited Tadman v. Wood{b\ and Humas ▼• 
Evane (c). 

Pearton^ CKmirk^ contended that Thompton v. Beck 
could not now be supported to its full extent, its applica- 
tion having been explained and much limited by In Re 
StreetUm ((if), in which it was cited and commented on. 
In that case jildersonf B., says, that ** the general rule 
is that the parties may always appeal from a Judge at 
Chambers to the Court, unless precluded by act of Par- 
liament or their own act** Now there is nothing to 
shew that in this case the defendant has precluded himself 
from coming to the Court. In I%omp8on v. Beck, the 
parties agreed to put the Judge on the second application 

(a) 4 Q. B. 759. (c ) 9 M. & W. 829. 

(6) 4 A. & C. 1011. (d) 14 M. & W. 806. 
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to him in the plaoe of the Court, which was not done in ^Jj^ 

1848. 
this case. 



Maddahs. 



Patteson, J. I will consider this point, for ifil 
decide in favour of the objection, it will not be necessary 
to go into the other question. 



On a subsequent day, Mr. Justice Pattbson said that Nor. 25. 
as the facts of the present case were not precisely the 
same as those in Thompson ▼• Beck^ and as he had some 
doubt as to whether that case could be supported to its 
full extent, he would hear the present case on the 
merits. 

Wood shewed cause. In this case the decision of Mr. 
Baron Aldenon was that the application to set aside the 
judgment was too late, and that it had been waived by 
the attorney of the defendants having attended the taxa- 
tion, and asked for time to pay the debt and costs ; and 
i^s this was a question of fact peculiarly for the Judge in 
his discretion to decide upon, the Court will not now 
review his decision. This liud down in Lane v. New-- 
man (a), which recognises the case of Tadman v. Wood (i), 
with regard to the judgment being sighed without an 
appearance having been first entered &r the defendant. 
That is an irregularity merely,. and not a nullity; Haw* 
kins v. Hassell (c). That case also decided that the 
omission of any charge in the bill of costs g^oduced 
before the Master for entering an appearance for the 
defendant was a sufficient notice to him, through his 



(a) 1 Bui Court Rep. 93. {b) 4 A. & E. 1011. 

(c) 12 M. & W. 776. 
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Baa Gmi. attorney, that no appearance had in fact been entered; if 
so, the asking for time to pay the debt and costs, after 
notice of the irregularity, is a su£Scient waiver thereofl 



1848. 



Grakdin 

aiADDAKs. He aiso Cited WUUafniv.Straban (a). 



Pearson^ in support of the rule. The judgment having 
been signed in this case without an appearance having 
been first entered, is not, as argued on the other side, 
a mere irregularity, but is a nullity. This is expressly 
decided in Roberts v. Spurr {b). No doubt Hawkins v. 
HasseU is rather against me, but it may be disdnguished, 
for there the defendant himself attended before the Judge 
to obtain the order to stay the proceedings, and Roberts v. 
Spurr was not referred to by Mr. Baron Parke in his 
judgment in that case. The mere attending taxation has 
been held to be no wuver of a judgment wrongly signed; 
Archer v. Garrard{c) ; and it is not shewn that we knew 
of the irregularity when we attended the taxation to ask 
for time, and we cannot be held to waive an irregularity 
unless it is shewn that we were awara of it. He 
also cited Stephens v. Lowndes (cQ, and Richardson v. 
Daiy {e). 

Patteson, J. It certainly was held in Roberts v. 
Spurr, that signing judgment without first entering an 
appearance was a nullity. This is a very strong authority 
for the defendant, but then comes the more recent case 
of Hawjfins v. HasseU, which is a very similar one to the 
present. In that case the parties had been before a 
Judge, and had consented to an order for payment of the 

<a) 1 N. R. 309. (c) 6 Dowl. 132. 

(6) 3 Dowl 551. ((f) 3 D. & L. 205. 

(«) 4 M. & W. 384. 
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debt and costs ; and there it was held that the defect or Bmi Cwh. 
not entering an appearance before signing judgment was l^w* 
only an irregularity, and not a nullity^ Now, as this G»andin 
is the more recent case, I think I am bound by it, and Maddanb. 
must hold this to be an irregularity merely. Then comes 
the question of whether the irregularity has been waived; 
and as to that, Hawkins v. Hassell is also a distinct author ^ 
rity, and so t must be bound by it* With regard to 
Archer v. Garrard, which was cited in support of the 
rlile, that case is no authority in the present> as the 
objection there relied on was a nullity, and not a mere 
irregularity ; it was such a judgment as could not stand* 
I think, therefore, that if the objection relied on in this case 
is to be taken as an irregularity^ it must be taken to have 
been waived by the defendant's attorney having, while 
attending the taxation, asked for time to pay the debt 
and costs, for he must at that time have known, or be 
taken to have had distinct notice of the irregulanty relied 
on by the omission of any charge for entering an appear- 
ance for the defendant in the bill of costs then produced 
before the Master. Time, it appears, was given, and the 
execution, stayed. I think, therefore, that the irregularity 
was waived, and that the rule must be discharged, and 
being an appeal from a Judge, with costs ; but I decide 
this case quite irrespective of the case of Thompson v. 
Beckf which I rather think cannot be supported to its 
full extent* 

Rule discharged, with costs* 
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1848. 

Not. 14. 

The 122nd 
Rection of the 
9& 10 FieL 
c 95 (The 
County Courts' 
Act), contem- 
plates only the 
ordinary rela- 
tionship of 
landlord and 
tenant, and 
does not apply 
to the case of 
mortgagor and 
mortgagee. 
A cause 
havinff been 
tried m a 
County Court 
in Ifo^onthe 
27th of Afoy, a 
rule nbi for a 
prohibition was 
ohtamedoa 
the 5th of Am 
following, and 
served on the 
7th, but ezecu* 
tion was com- 
pleted on the 
6th. Sdd, 
that the appli- 
cation was not 
too late. 



JovBs agaimt Owbn. 

JN IVmity Term, M. Lloyd obtained a rule nisi for a 
prohibition to be directed to the Judge of the County 
Court of Carnarvonshire and the plaintiff to restrain them 
from further proceeding in this cause. The facts were 
the following. One Owen Williams, being the owner in 
fee of a certain tenement, mortgaged it to the (damtiffi in 
the year 1848, for a certain tenn of years. Owen Wil- 
Uams ailerwards, in the year 1846, conveyed his equity 
of redemption and reversion to his son, who remained in 
possession until his death, after which bis widow, the 
present defendant, continued in possession. In May^ 
1848, the defendant received a summons under the I22nd 
section of the 9 & 10 VicL c. 95 (a), (the County Courts' 

(a) This section enacts, *'That where and so soon as the term and 
interest of the tenant of any house, land, or other corporeal hereditament, 
where the vslne of the premises or the rent payable in respect of soch 
tenancy did not exceed the sum of fifty pounds by the year, and upon which 
no fine shall have been paid, shall have ended, or shall have been duly 
determined by a legal notice to quit, and such tenant, or if such tenant do 
not actually occupy the premises at occupy only a part thereof, any person 
by whom the same or any part thereof shall be then actually occupied, shall 
neglect or refuse to quit and deliver up possession of the premises, or of 
such part thereof respectively, it shall be lawful for the landlord or his 
agent to enter a plaint in the County Court to be faolden under this act, 
and thereupon a summons shall issue to the person so ne^ecting or refitting, 
and if the tenant or occupier shall not thereupon appear at the time and 
place appointed, and shew cause to the contrary, and shall still neglect or 
refuse to deliver up possession of the premises or of such part thereof of 
which he is then in possession, to the said landlord or his agent, it shall be 
lawful for such landlord or agent to give to the Court proof of the holding 
and of the end or other determination of the tenancy, with the time or 
manner thereof, and where the title of the landlord has accrued since the 
letting of the premises, the right by which he claims the possession, and 
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Act), calling upon her to sbew canse why she should nol ^^ ^^**^' 
deliver up possession of the premises to the plaihdfil 
Upon the hearing of the plaint upon the S7th of May, 
the Judge gaive judgment in favour of the plaintiff, and 
ordered possession to be delivered within a month, unless 
the mortgage money was sooner paid ; but on the attorney 
for the defendant intimating that a prohibition would be 
applied for, the Judge ordered execution to issue at the 
earliest period allowed by the act. The present rule 
was drawn up upon the 5th of June, the warrant 'o{ pos^^ 
session was executed upon the 6th, and the rule itself 
was served upon the 7th of the same month* 

^<?Zs6y shewed cause. First; the application is too 
late^ inaiE^much as executioii has already been had, even 
before the service of the rule, and nothing therefore 
remains to be prohibited. Secondly ; the defendant was 
in possession of the premises either as tenant to the 
plaintifl^ or as a person oiccupying without any right, in 
either of which cases she would be within the terms of 
the ISSod section, and the Judge would have jurisdiction. 

Morgan Lloyds in support of the rule. First ; it was 
not the fault of the defendant that the rule was not served 
before possession was actually given to the plaintiff; she 
came to the Court at the earliest moment : nor is it too 
late to come for a prohibition after execution, particularly 



upon proof of service of tbe summons, and of the neglect or refusal of the 
tenant or occupier as the case may be, it shall be lawful for the Judge to 
issue a warrant under the seal of the Ck>urt to any bailiff of the Court, 
requiring and authorising him within a period to be therein named, not less 
than seven nor more than ten clear dayff from the date of such warrant, to 
give possession of the premises to such landlord or agent, &c. 
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Bad Cmtc if there be anything capable of being restored; Fitfihet'- 

^^^' hertz NaU Brev. 46 ; Roberts v. Humby (a). Secondly, 

JoN£8 ^^ statute only applies to cases where an actual tenancy 

Owen. exists, and not to cases of merely constructive tenancies. 

There must be a term or a tenancy determinable by a 

notice to quit, and it must appear that the term has 

ended, or the tenancy determined, by a notice to quit, 

otherwise the County Court has no jurisdiction. 

Pattbson, J. ' This case is clearly not within the act, 
which obviously refers to cases between landlord and 
tenant [His lordship here referred to the ISSnd sect] 
The section clearly contemplates alone the ordinary 
relationship of landlord and tenant, and not that of mort- 
gagor and mortgagee. The County Court bad, there- 
fore, no jurisdiction whatever. Then as to the question 
of whether or not this application was made in time* 
The rule was obtained on the 5th of Junet the execution 
being on the following day ; therefore I think the de- 
fendant came as soon as she could, and was in time. As, 
therefore, there was a total want of jurisdiction, the rule 
must be absolute^ 

Rule absolute. 

(a) 3H.&W. 130; 2 Inst 608. 
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ACl:iON. 

See County Couets. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See Judgment as in case of a 
Nonsuit. 
County Courts. 
Nind V. Rhodes, 226 

SemhlCf on a motion for the dis- 
charge of a prisoner on a return to a 
habeas corpus who is not in custody 
under a commitment or detainer on 
any '* criminal or supposed criminal 
matter, or for debt or any process 
under civil suit," affidavits may be 
used to shew facts not apparent on 
the face of the warrant. In the matter 
of Martin, 33 

« 

AMENDMENT. 

1. A defendant pleaded not guilty 
to an indictment for libel, removed at 
his instance into this Court by certio- 
rari. His clerk in Court made up 
the plea roll, and in inserting the con- 
tinuances from Term to Term, entered 
a venire facias juratores, as issuing in 
Hilary Term, 1843, returnable on 
the 16th of April, he omitted the 
years for ail the contiiiuances, and 
omitted the continuances for Easter 
Term, 1844, to Trinity Term. In 
Michaelmas Term, 1845, the de- 

VOL. II. 



fendant entered a retrascit of his plea, 
and was sentenced to be imprisoned. 
He brought error on the judgment, 
and assigned for error that the 1 6th of 
April was a Sunday, that the years 
were omitted, afler the months, and 
that the continuances before mentioned 
were omitted. 

Held, first, that the Court had 
power at common law to amend the 
roll by issuing a venire facias juratores 
now, as for Hilary Term, 1843, re- 
turnable in Easter Term, 1843, not on 
a Sunday, and correcting the roll ac- 
cordingly, and by inserting the years 
after the months, and the omitted con- 
tinuances. Secondly, that even if the 
Court had no such power at common 
law, still the earlier statutes on the 
subject of amendments, which do not 
except indictments, would authorize 
such amendments. Reg. v. Gregory, 

47 
2. When leave is given to amend 
on payment of costs, such payment is 
a condition precedent. 

Interlocutory costs may be set off 
against each other, although no ex- 
press leave is given for the purpose. 
The defendant having demurred to 
the declaration, and demanded a 
joinder in demurrer, a Judge gave the 
plaintiff leave to amend on payment 
of costs ; the order not having been 
immediately drawn up, the defendant 
signed judgment of non pros^ which 
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was afterwards set aside, with costs. 
The plaintiff's costs of setting aside 
the judgment of non pros were taxed 
at 3^ 11«. 6(L, and the defendant's 
costs upon the demurrer and amend- 
ment at 6/. Ids, 6d,, for which amount 
the Master made his allocatur ; but it 
was immediately afterwards disco- 
vered that 4«., which had been taxed 
off had not been deducted, which if it 
had would have caused the allocatur 
to have been less by that sum. This 
fact was, however, not mentioned to 
the Master. Subsequently the de- 
fendant's clerk was tendered the ba*' 
lance of costs, deducting the 4«., and 
an amended declaration was thereupon 
left, and the defendant not having 
pleaded thereto in due tin)e, interlo- 
cutory judgment was signed. 

Heldf upon motion to set aside the 
judgment for irregularity, that the 
plaintiff ought to have tendered the 
balance according as it appeared by 
the allocatur, and that he was not 
justified in taking upon himself to set 
it right, and that inasmuch as he had 
not tendered the costs so appearing to 
be due by the allocatur, the defendant 
was not bound to have taken any 
notice of the amended declaration, and 
so the judgment was irregular. Levy 
V. Drew, 142 

APPEAL. 

See Bastardy. 
Lunatic 

1 . An appeal against an order of re- 
moval was entered and respited at the 
Midsummer sessions, and in due time 
before the Michaelmas sessions a no- 
tice to "enter, prosecute, and try" 
the appeal at such Michaelmas ses- 
sions, together with the grounds of 
appeal (the whole forming but one 
document) was served upon the res- 
pondent parish. After the service of 
such notice, the attorney for the ap- 
pellants, fearing that the notice might 
be vitiated by the introduction of the 



words *' to enter," got it back, and 
tore off the first page, which he re- 
wrote, omitting the Words " to enter," 
and introducing a notice of withdrawal 
of the original notice. He then at- 
tached the new page to the rest of the 
original notice, and re-served the no- 
tice and grounds so amended without 
again procuring the signatures of the 
appellants. At the trial these facts 
appeared, but there was no evidence of 
the time of the service of the second 
notice. 

Held, that the introduction of the 
words " to enter" did not vitiate the 
first notice : that the alterations made 
by the attorney after the notice was 
signed were such as he was justified 
in making: that the second notice 
was a sufiicient abandonment of the 
first, and that, as the time of service 
was not proved, the sessions were 
right in dismissing the appeal, on the 
ground that the notice was not sufii- 
ciently proved. Reg* v. The Justices 
of Somersetshire^ 62 

2. On the 26th of March, 1846, an 
order was made by two justices for 
the removal of G. G^., his wife and 
children, under which G. G. was re- 
moved alone on the 22nd of April, to 
the appellant parish, and delivered to 
the overseers. No appeal was entered 
against this order or removal. G. (r. 
returned to the parish from which he 
had been removed, and on the 23rd of 
December, again becoming charge- 
able, he was again removed to the 
appellant parish, together with his 
wife and children, under the same 
order. An appeal was then entered 
against the removal at the January 
sessions, and respited until the Easter 
sessions, when the Court of quarter 
sessions refused to hear it, as entered 
too late. 

Held, that the sessions were right 
in refusing to hear the appeal, and 
that the appellants were bound to 
appeal, either on the service of the 
order of removal in March, 1846, or 
on the removal of G> G. under the 
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order in April. Reg. v. The Justices 
ofDurhamy 120 

3. An order of removal was made 
on the 2nd of September^ 1846, and 
no notice of appeal having been 
served, the paupers were removed. 
At the ensuing Michaelmas sessions 
an appeal was entered and respited, 
and at the subsequent Epiphany ses- 
sions, an application was made for a 
further respite, to the Easter sessions, 
on the ground that the appellants 
had not been enabled to get a mate- 
rial witness until the 24th of Z)e- 
cemberf and consequently too late to 
give notice of appeal, and no notice in 
fact having been given. The sessions 

' directed the appellants to give the 
other side notice of the application, 
and to renew it on a subsequent day, 
which was accordingly done, when the 
respondents objected to the appeal 
being further respited, on the ground 
that as no notice of appeal had been 
given, the sessions had no functions 
further to respite; it was, however, 
agreed by the parties, that the appeal 
should be respited to the Easter ses- 
sions, upon payment of the costs of 
the day, without prejudice to the ob- 
jection taken by the respondents. 
Before the Easter sessions, notice and 
grounds of appeal were duly served, 
and on the appeal being called on, 
the respondents renewed their objec- 
tion, and the sessions, thinking the 
objection sufficient, dismissed the ap- 
peal. 

Held, on a motion for a mandamus 
to enter continuances and hear, that it 
was a matter within the discretion of 
the sessions to have further respited 
or not, but that as they refused to 
hear the appeal on the ground that 
they had no power to respite, and as 
it appeared that if they had thought 
that they had the power they would 
have respited, they were wrong, and 
the rule for the mandamus was made 
absolute. Reg* v. The Justices of 
Lancashire f 153 

4. An appeal against a poor rate 

B B 2 



having been entered and respited, and 
notice of trial given, it was afterwards 
countermanded, and the sessions on 
the application of the respondents (the 
appellants not appearing) dismissed 
the appeal, with costs, by an order in 
the following form : ** Surrey, to wit. 
At the General Quarter Sessions of 
the peace of our sovereingn Lady the 
Queen, holden' at St. Mary, New- 
ington^ on Tuesday, the 4th day of 
January, 1848. Whereas, at the last 
GenerflJ Quarter Sessions of the peace 
holden in and for the county of Sur- 
rey, appeal was made unto this 
Court," &C. The order then recited 
other facts, and dismissed the appeal, 
and concluded, ''and it is further 
ordered that the said appellants do 
forthwith pay to the said respondents 
the sum of 115/. costs. Upon a 
motion for a certiorari to bring up 
the said order in order to quash it for 
defects upon its face. Heldy first, that 
the order was not bad for giving the 
before mentioned amount of costs, 
although it was sworn to be the prac- 
tice of the sessions to give only 
nominal costs upon such occasions, 
and that the appellants not being 
present did not affect the case. Se- 
cond, that the order sufficiently shew- 
ed that the sessions were holden in 
andg^or the county of Surrey. Third, 
that it sufficiently appeared that the 
term " costs'* meant the costs of the 
appeal. Ex parte The London, 
Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
Company, 265 

ARBITRATION. 

A particular of set-off for 202. I2s. 6d., 
was in the following form : ** To fit- 
ting up a shop in A. street, with one 
pair of glass doors, fanlight, lock, 
bolts, and hinges, to a partition to 
ditto, and moulding, all complete, and 
fitting up shop-window with glass 
case and linings, and sundry work, 
nails," &c. On the hearing of a 
reference of the cause before a legal 
arbitrator, the value of all the speci- 
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fied work named in the particular was 
proved to be worth 9Z.» but under the 
words in the particular, ** sundry 
work, nails," &c., the arbitrator (sub- 
ject to the opinion of this Court,) ad- 
mitted evidence of other work done 
about the premises, to the amount of 
10/. l5. 

Heldf that the evidence was rightly 
received by the arbitrator, and that if 
the plaintiior was misled or taken by 
surprise by the particular, he should 
have asked for an adjournment of the 
reference, to have enabled him to 
answer the evidence as to that claim. 
Eaatham v. Tyler^ 136 

ATTORNEY. 

1. The attorney of a plaintiff, who 
proceeds to execution in an action, is 
not personally liable to the sheriff's 
officer for levy and caption fees, un- 
less he appoint the particular officer 
as special bailiffl 

Semble, the mere writing of the 
name of a particular officer on the 
back of a writ of fi. fa. or ca. sa., in 
the place where the directions to levy 
or arrest are written, coupled with a 
letter by the plaintiff's attorney, di- 
recting the particular officer to hold 
possession after a levy, is not suffi- 
cient to constitute an appointment as 
special bailiff. Seal v. Hudson^ 55 

2. An attorney who passed his ex- 
amination, and was admitted in Easter 
Term, 1846, neglected to procure a 
stamped certificate to practise within 
twelve months from the date of his 
admission, as required by Reg. Gen. 
EaaterTemif 1846, made under 6 & 7 
Vict c. 73. Under special circum- 
stances the Court dispensed with his 
giving the requisite notices to enable 
him to apply to the Court on the last 
day of Term, for leave to take out his 
stamped certificate, and allowed him 
to take it out at once, without pay- 
ment of any arrears. Ex parte Wey^ 
mouth, 102 

3. Where an attorney who had 
ceased to practice, and renew his cer- 



tificate for several years, gave the 
notices provided for by R. 6., E. T., 
1846, whereby he would have been 
at liberty to have renewed his certifi- 
ci^te in the Vacation of the present 
Term, applied to the Court to be per- 
mitted to renew his certificate at once, 
on the ground (explained) that it was 
of great importance to him to be at 
once so permitted ; the Court refused 
the application, as the permission 
sought would entirely defeat the ob- 
ject of the rale. Ex forte Bamesy 

156 
4. A rule nisi was obtained, calling 
on an attorney to pay over a sum of 
money to his client, which he had 
received for him in the course of the 
cause for the compromise thereof, and 
the affidavit on which the rule was 
obtained was entitled " in the matter 
of" the attorney. Heldy that the affi- 
davit was correctly entitled. Ex 
parU RandaU^ 294 

BAIL. 

See Writ of Error. 

1* Where an action originally com- 
menced in the Lord Mayor*s Court 
by attachment, was removed into 
the Queen's Bench by certiorari, 
when the defendant paid money into 
Court in lieu of putting in bail, and 
the defendant subsequently obtained 
a rule, calling on the plaintiff to give 
security for costs, on the ground that 
he had left the country, and no further 
step was taken in the suit for two 
years, the Court made absolute a rule 
calling on the plaintiff to put in the 
security for costs within a fortnight, 
or that the defendant should be at 
liberty to have his money which he 
had paid into Court in lieu of bail 
paid out of Court to him. Taasie v. 
Kennedy, 278 

2. The defendant having been ar- 
rested upon mesne process, gave bail 
to the sheriff, but before the expiration 
of the time for putting in bail to the 
action, he died. A rale nisi having 
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afterwards been obtained, calling upon 
the plainti£f or his attorney to shew 
cause why the bail bond given to the 
sheriff, should not be given up to be 
cancelled : Heldt that the rule should 
also have called upon the sheriff, and 
was bad for not so doing. 

Semble, that if the rule had also 
called upon the sheriff, it would have 
been made absolute. Cook v. Lynch, 

291 

BANKRUPT. 

1. A bankrupt on his first exami- 
nation before the commissioner, was 
committed by him to the custody of 
the messenger of the Court (for giving 
unsatisfactory answers), in order that 
he might be brought before a Sub- 
division Court. On being brought 
before the Subdivision Court, and ex- 
amined by them, that Court com- 
mitted the bankrupt to Newgate, there 
to remain until he full answer made to 
the satisfaction of the Court, or of any 
of the commissioners. He was after- 
wards brought before the commissioner 
to whom the fiat in bankruptcy had 
been allotted, to pass his last exami- 
nation, when he was asked if he had 
any further statement to make. He 
replied he had, and added one fact to 
his former statement, but which the 
commissioner told him did not in any 
way alter the case, and he was taken 
back to Newgate under the old com- 
mitment, the commissioner declining 
either to recommit or discharge. 

A habeas corpus being obtained, 
the return merely set out the warrant 
of commitment by the Subdivision 
Court. On a motion to discharge the 
bankrupt it was objected — 

First, that the return was bad, for 
not setting out the first examination 
before the single commissioner. 

Second, that it did not shew that 
the Subdivision Court had been duly 
summoned and properly constituted. 

Third, that the last examination of 
the bankrupt was not set out. 

Fourth, because on such last occa- 
sion the bankrupt should not have 



been taken back upon the old warrant 
of commitment, but should have been 
taken to the Subdivision Court, again 
to have been dealt with by them. 

Held, first, that it was not neces- 
sary to set out the first examination, 
as the Subdivision Court did not act 
upon it, but were bound to form their 
own opinion of the conduct of the 
bankrupt, on his examination before 
them, and the bankrupt was com- 
mitted upon their warrant. Second, 
that as the Subdivision Court is a 
Court of Record, it was sufiicient that 
the return stated a commitment by 
such Court, without stating how it 
was constituted. Third and fourthf 
that as the statement made by the 
bankrupt on the last occasion did not 
alter the case, in the opinion of the 
commissioner before whom it was 
made, it was not necessary that it 
should be noticed in the return, nor 
was it incumbent on the commissioner 
to remand the bankrupt, to be dealt 
with by the Subdivision Court, the 
commitment being a continuing one, 
until the bankrupt '^ full answer make 
to the satisfaction of the commission- 
ers, or some one of them." 

Semble* On a motion for the dis- 
charge of a prisoner on a return to a 
habeas corpus, who is not in custody 
under a commitment or detainer, on 
any " criminal, or supposed criminal 
matter, or for debt, or any process 
upon civil suit," affidavits may be 
used to shew facts not apparent on 
the face of the warrant. In the matter 
of William Martin, 33 

2. By the 2 & 3 Vict. c. 41, s. 17, 
('* An Act for regulating the seques- 
tration of the estates of Scotch Bank- 
rupts"), the Lord Ordinary is autho- 
rized to grant a warrant of protection 
and liberation from confinement to a 
Scotch bankrupt who has properly 
conformed; and by section 18, it is 
enacted that this warrant " shall pro- 
tect or liberate the debtor from arrest 
and imprisonment in Great Britain 
and Ireland, and her Majesty's other 
dominions, for civil debt, contracted 
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previous to the date of the sequestra- 
tion, but such warrant of protection or 
liberation shall not be of any effect 
against the execution of a warrant of 
arrest or imprisonment in meditatume 
fugce^ or ad factum prceatandum, or 
for any criminal acU** The defendant 
who had such a warrant of protection 
was arrested whilst in London^ at the 
suit of a creditor, (for a debt within 
the meaning of the foregoing section) 
upon a Judge's order, made under the 
1 & 2 Fict c. 110, 8. Sy upon an affi- 
davit that the defendant was about to 
leave England, and go to Scotland. 
Held, upon an application for the de- 
fendant's discharge, that the going 
back to Scotland was not hfnga within 
the meaning of the act, which means 
an attempt to escape from the do- 
minions of Great Britain, and that 
the defendant was entitled to be dis* 
charged. McGregor v. Fiskin, 237 

BASTARDY. 

1 . When the person against whom 
a summons is obtained under the 

7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, appears at the 
hearing, it is necessary that the order 
made upon him should state that the 
evidence was given in his presence 
and hearing, or the special circum- 
stances should be stated, shewing how 
it was that the evidence was not so 
given. 

An order of affiliation stated the 
appearance of the putative father, but 
the words " in the presence and hear- 
ing of the said," (as provided for by 
the schedule to the 8 Vict. c. 10), 
were struck out. Held, on a motion 
for a certiorari to quash the order, that 
the order was bad for this omission. 
Reg. V. The Duke of Graflon and 
Others, 242 

2. In an appeal against an order of 
affiliation, the mother of the bastard 
child is a competent witness under 

8 Vict. c. 10, s. 6, to prove that she 
received due notice of appeal under 
7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, 8. 4, " the trial of 
the appeal" commencing the instant 



the appeal is called on for hearing. 
Notice of appeal is " process," within 
the meaning of 29 Car. 2, c. 7, and 
therefore, where the adjudication on 
an order of affiliation was made on a 
Saturday, Sunday was held to be ex- 
cluded from the computation of the 
twenty-four hours within which the 
notice of appeal is to be given. The 
7 & 8 Vict, c, 7I9 8. 2, which gives to 
the adjourned sessions holden for the 
county of Middlesex, power to try 
and determine appeals as if they were 
General Quarter Sessions, merely 
gives an optional jurisdiction to such 
adjourned sessions, and does not take 
away the right of an appellant to wait, 
and to appeal to the General Quarter 
Sessions, if he be in other respects in 
time in his appeal to those sessions. 
Reg. V. The Justices of Middlesex, 

271 

BILL OF EXCHANGE. 

See County Coubts (Zohrab v. 
Smith.) 

1 . To render a party to a bill of 
exchange (other than the acceptor) 
liable, some intimation should be 
conveyed to him, not only that the 
bill is dishonoured, but that he is 
looked to for payment. Where, there- 
fore, the defendant, who was the in- 
dorser of a bill, was informed, in the 
course of conversation with a person 
not a party to the bill, but who was a 
foreman to a prior indorsee, that the 
bill had been dishonoured, but there 
was no evidence that he had any 
authority to give this notice : Held 
no sufficient notice of dishonour. 
East V. Smith, 23 

2. A bill of exchange was drawn 
by A. upon and accepted by B., for 
the accommodation of A., to enable 
A. to take up a prior overdue bOl, 
which had also been accepted by Bm 
for the accommodation of A. B. did 
not owe any money to A,, nor had he 
any of his effects in his hands when 
either of the bills were so accepted. 
The last bill was indorsed in blank 
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by A.^ and being dishonoured, the 
holder thereof sued B.^ the acceptor, 
upon it. C, an entire stranger to 
the bill, paid the debt and costs to 
the holder, without either the autho- 
rity or knowledge of ^.^ and having 
obtained the bill, sued the drawer, 
A,^ upon it, and obtained a verdict. 
A rule nisi to enter a nonsuit, or to 
arrest the judgment, having been 
obtained on several grounds. 

Held^ firsts that the bOl was not 
functus officio by the payment of it by 
C, and that it might be given in 
evidence without a fresh stamp, as to 
exhaust the stamp, the payment must 
be by^the party ultimately liable on 
the bill, as either the acceptor or the 
accommodation drawer. 

Second^ that the bill was not less 
an accommodation bill, because it had 
been given to enable the drawer to 
take up a former bill, which had been 
accepted by B. for the accommodation 
of A*, and that therefore it was suffi- 
cient to describe it as a bill accepted 
by B. for the accommodation of A,^ 
which was the ultimate result of the 
transaction, without mentioning the 
prior bill. 

Thirds that want of notice of dis- 
honour of a bill by the acceptor is 
sufficiently excused by alleging that 
there were no effects of the drawer in 
the hands of the acceptor at the time 
when it was presented to him for pay- 
ment, that it was an accommodation 
acceptance, and that the drawer had 
sustained no damage by the want of 
notice of the non-payment of the bill 
by the acceptor, without going on to 
deny that the drawer had any reason- 
able expectation when he drew the 
bill that there would be assets of his 
in the hands of the acceptor at the 
time of the maturity of the bill. Tho^ 
maa v. Fenton^ 68 

3. It was averred in a plea to a 
count on an account stated that a bill 
of exchange was given " for and on 
account of and in payment and dis- 
charge" of the debt, and the plea then 
went on to state that the bill so given 



was afterwards altered by the plaintift 
in a material part, so as to become 
ineffectual. To this plea, the plaintiff 
replied, traversing the alteration of the 
note, upon which replication issue 
was joined, and at the trial the de- 
fendant had a verdict. 

Upon a motion for judgment non 
obstante veredicto or a repleader, Held^ 
that the words " for and on account 
of and in payment and discharge" are 
not equivalent, and do not amount to 
" satisfaction" or " extinguishment" 
of the debt, and that judgment non 
obstante veredicto must be entered for 
the plaintiff. McDowaU v. Boyd^ 298 

BILL OF LADING. 

An assignee of a bill of lading wha 
claims and receives goods under it, is 
bound by the terms of the bill of 
lading not only as to the amount of 
freight, but also for demurrage, if he 
do not unload the ship within the 
time limited by the bill of lading, 
according to the terms thereof, and 
there is a sufficient consideration arise 
on the claim of the goods by the con- 
signee, from which the law will infer 
a promise by the consignee to pay 
such demurrage as well as the freight. 
A document not legally admissible in 
evidence, was admitted to prove cer- 
tain facts which were proved aliunde 
by legal evidence. 

Held, no ground for a new trial. 
Stindt V. Roberts and Another^ 212 

CHAMBERS (JUDGE AT). 
See Witness. 

COMMISSION TO EXAMINE 
WITNESSES. 

See Witness. 

CONSTABLE. 

See Vestry. 

CORONER. 

A coroner appointed under the 5 & 



358 



COUNTY COURTS. 



6 fVm. 4, c. 76, (Uie Municipal Cor- 
poration Act,) 18 not a corporate 
officer within the meaning of the 
9< j^nne^ c. 20, and therefore the 
relator in a quo warranto, in which 
judgment has been given for the 
Crown against the defendant for exer- 
cising such office of coroner, is not 
entitled to his costs firom the defend- 
ant under the latter act Reg. v. 
OrmahaWf 146 

COSTS, 

See Amendment. 
County Courts. 
Executor. 
Mandamus. 
Practice. 
Suggestion. 

COUNTY COURTS. 

1. Bills of exchange are within the 
129th section of the 9 & 10 Vict. 
c. 95, and are within the 128th sec- 
tion of that act, and therefore if the 
amount do not exceed 20^ the County 
Court has exclusive and not merely 
concurrent jurisdiction over them. 

Upon a motion to enter a sugges- 
tion to deprive a plaintiff who has 
obtained a verdict in one of the 
superior Courts in an action triable in 
the County Court of his costs, it is 
not necessary that the affidavit should 
negative the fact, that the Judge who 
tried the case had certified that it was 
fit to be brought in such superior 
Court; the fact of there being such 
certificate (if it really had been given) 
being peculiarly within the knowledge 
of the plaintiff, and if relied on must 
come from him. Nind v. Rhodes, 

226 

2. By the 11th rule of the rules 
framed by the Judges under sect. 78 
of the 9 & 10 Vict c. 95, (County 
Courts' Act), it is provided, that in 
all cases where a summons to appear 
to a plaint shall not have been served 
personally, and the defendant shall 
not appear at the return day, it must 
be proved to the satisfaction of the 



Judge that the service of such snm- 
mons has come to the knowledge of 
the defendant ten clear days before the 
said return day. Held, that whether 
or not such summons had been duly 
served within the meaning of this rule, 
was a question entirely for the con- 
sideration of the Judge of the County 
Court, and that this Court will not 
interfere with his discretion. 

Held, also, that it is the cause of' 
action, and not the sufficiency of the 
service of the summons, which gives 
the County Court its jurisdiction to 
hear a given case. Zohrah v. Smith, 

231 

3. The defendant was sued in the 
County Court, and the plaintiff ob- 
tained judgment, the cause not being 
tried by a jury. Subsequently the 
defendant moved for a new trial, and 
at the same time required that it 
should be tried before a jury. These 
applications were resisted by the plain- 
tiff, the Judge, however, granted the 
application in both respects, on certain 
terms, inter alia, that the defendant 
should pay a certain sum to the plain- 
tiff for the costs of the application ; 
this sum being paid to the plaintiff, a 
new trial was had, when the jury 
returned a verdict for the defendant. 
Upon an application for a rule nisi 
for a writ of mandamus, commanding 
the Judge to give effect to the judg- 
ment pronounced by him on the first 
trial, on the ground that he had no 
functions upon an application for a 
new trial to direct that the case should 
be tried by a jury. Held, that the 
plaintiff by accepting the costs of the 
application for a new trial, had waived 
his right to object to the second trial. 
Sparrowe v. Reed, 240 

4. A cause was heard in the County 
Court, and the Judge pronounced his 
decision upon it in favour of the 
defendant, on a plea of the Statute of 
Limitations, which was entered by 
the officers of the Court in the register 
book, and the parties left the Court ; 
some days after the defendant received 
notice that the Judge had rescinded 
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his judgment, and adjourned the case 
to the next Court, at which the de- 
fendant attended and protested against 
a further hearing. The Judge, how- 
ever, proceeded to give judgment in 
favour of the plaintiff, on the ground 
that the plea of the Statute of Limita- 
tions had been pleaded without five 
days' notice having first been given 
under the nineteenth rule of practice. 

Held, on motion for a prohibition, 
that the Judge had exceeded his juris- 
diction, and that the rule for the 
prohibition must be made absolute. 

SemblCf that the Judge of a County 
Court may alter his judgment on the 
same day at the same Court, but not 
at his own Chambers, after the Court 
is over. Jones v. Jones, 281 

5. The jurisdiction of the County 
Court, under the 58th section of the 
9 & 10 FicU c. 95, is not ousted by 
a mere claim of title, the Judge must 
be satisfied that the title is in question, 
and he must inquire into so much of 
the case as to enable him to satisfy 
himself upon that point. Where there 
are special pleadings, and the question 
is raised upon them, the Judge can go 
DO further, but if the question is not 
raised upon the pleadings, the Judge 
has power to inquire into the case and 
decide whether the title is really in 
question, but if he is wrong and 
assume jurisdiction when the title 
really is in question, and the superior 
Court be of that opinion, a prohibition 
will be granted. Lilley v. Harvey, 

312 

6. Upon an application under sect. 
98 of the 9 & 10 Fict. c 95, the 
County Court has jurisdiction, though 
the sum exceeds 20L 

An action was brought in the 
County Court, and upon the hearing 
the defendant alleged that an action 
was then subsisting in the Court of 
Exchequer for the same cause. Upon 
this the Judge gave judgment for the 
plaintiff, but directed that payment 
should not be made until within one 
month after the decision of the cause 



in the Exchequer. The plaintiff after- 
wards discontinued his action in the 
Superior Court, and took out a sum- 
mons under sect. 98 of the 9 & 10 
FicU c. 95, upon the hearing of which 
the former order was rescinded, and a 
fresh order was made. 

Held, upon a rule for a prohibition, 
that the proceedings in the County 
Court were regular and valid. Byrne 
V. Knipe, 329 

7. Under the 122nd section of 
9 & 10 Fict. c. 95, the Judge of a 
County Court has jurisdiction in all 
cases where the rent of the premises 
sought to be recovered does not exceed 
50/. per annum, and there is no fine, 
although the annual value may be 
much greater. A plaint was entered 
by a landlord to recover possession of 
premises wrongfully held over by his 
tenant under the 1 22nd section of 
9 & 10 Fict. c. 95. At the hearing 
judgment was given for the plaintiff, 
but possession ordered to be given on 
a certain day five months afterwards. 
The plaintiff treated this judgment as 
a nullity, and some time afterwards 
entered a fresh plaint, and obtained 
judgment, a rule nisi for a prohibition 
having been obtained. 

Held, that the first judgment was a 
nullity, atf* a warrant of possession had 
not issued forthwith upon it to compel 
the defendant to give up possession, 
and that the judgment in the second 
action was therefore quite regular. 
Fearon v. Norval, 333 

8. The 122nd section of the 9 & 10 
Fict. c. 95 (The County Courts* Act), 
contemplates only the ordinary rela- 
tionship of landlord and tenant, and 
does not apply to the case of mort- 
gagor and mortgagee. 

A cause having been tried in a 
County Court in Wales on the 27th of 
May, a rule nisi for a prohibition was 
obtained on the 5th of June following, 
and served on the 7th, but execution 
was completed on the 6th. Held, 
that the application was not too late. 
Jones V. Owen, 348 
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DEED. 

See Wareant of Attorney. 

1. A rule nisi for judgment against 
the casual ejector was obtained on an 
affidavit, which stated that the decla- 
ration and notice in ejectment had 
been served on the tenant in posses- 
sion by delivering the same to his 
daughter, on the premises, at ten 
o'clock, p. M., on the day next before 
the first day of the Term. On shew- 
ing cause against the rule, affidavits 
were put in, denying that the notice 
had been read or explained to the 
daughter of the tenant when served 
upon her. 

Heldf that the rule must be abso- 
lute, there being a distinction between 
the service necessary where a rule 
NISI only is granted, and not a rule 
absolute, and that to enable the tenant 
in possession to discharge the rule, it 
would be necessary for him to have 
sworn in his affidavit that he did not 
understand what the declaration and 
notice meant until after the Term 
began. Doe d. Kenrick v. Roe, 250 

2. Where a party seeks to be let in 
to defend in the place of the casual 
ejector, the original consent rule, 
signed by the attorney of the party, 
must be delivered with the plea of not 
guilty, and be annexed thereto ; and 
if this be not done, the lessor of the 
plaintiff may sign judgment against 
the casual ejector, although an appear- 
ance has in fact been entered at the 
Master's office by the party seeking 
to be let in to defend. Doe d. Poole v. 
WiUes and Others, 340 

EVIDENCE. 
See Bill of Lading. 

EXECUTOR. 

When executors seek to be exempt 
from the payment of costs under, the 
3 & 4 Wm. 4, c. 42, s. 31, in an 
action upon which as plaintiffs they 
have failed, they must shew that they 



were induced to bring the action 
through the wilful misrepresetUation 
of the defendant. Mere silence upon 
a defence, though under the circum- 
stances it led the plaintiffs to believe 
that there was no defence, is not such 
misconduct as will induce the Court 
to exempt the executors from costs. 
Birkhead and Another v. North, 9 

EXECUTION. 

In June, 1844, the defendant was 
arrested at the suit of the plaintiff on 
a ca. sa. on a judgment, and he went 
to the Queen's prison. On the 9th of 
September following, having filed his 
petition and schedule in the Court of 
Bankruptcy, pursuant to the provi- 
sions of the 5 & 6 Fict. c. 116, and 
the 7 & 8 Fict. c. 96, he obtained 
his interim order, and was released 
from custody. On the 1 6th of Oc- 
tober, he went up to the Court to be 
heard and examined, when the com- 
missioner, being of opinion that one 
of his debts was contracted in fraud, 
indorsed on his schedule, pursuant to 
sect. 24 of the 7 & 8 Vict. c. 96, a 
refusal to name a day for his final 
order. Upon this the defendant, who 
was not then in custody, left the 
Court, and remained at large until the 
28th of Augustt 1847> when he was 
again taken at the suit of the present 
plaintiff, upon another ca. sa. upon 
the same judgment. 

Held, on motion to discharge the 
defendant out of custody, first, that as 
the defendant's interim order had ex- 
pired, and no final order had been 
made, the plaintiff was at liberty 
again to take him in execution upon 
his unsatisfied judgment ; secoifdly, 
that it was perfectly regular to do so 
by a second ca. sa. ; thirdly, that as a 
writ of execution had issued within a 
year of the judgment being signed, it 
was not necessary to have issued a 
sci. fa. before issuing the second ca. 
sa. ; and, fourthly, that under the 
provisions of sect. 24 of the 7 & 8 
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Viet, c. 96, the commissioner could 
have remanded the insolvent into 
custody. 

Qy. Whether such second writ of 
ca. sa. need he a special writ reciting 
the particular circumstances of the 
case ? Parker v. Bayley^ 161 

HABEAS CORPUS. 

iS^ee Bankrupt. 

A writ of haheas corpus issued, at 
the instance of its mother, to hring up 
the hody of an infant, aged nine years. 
On the return to the writ, it appeared 
that the mother of the child, who re- 
sided in India with a second hushand 
(the step &ther of the child), had 
with him executed a power of attorney 
in India^ and directed it to certain 
persons in this country, authorizing 
them to take possession of the infant, 
who was in the care and custody of 
certain guardians appointed hy its 
grandmother, who had left it certain 
property. The mother had corre- 
sponded with the guardians of the 
child, and expressed her satisfaction 
at the way in which it was treated, 
and it did not appear that she had 
ever expressed, or that there was any 
reason for, any dissatisfaction on her 
part as to the way in which the child 
was brought up. Under these cir- 
cumstances this Court refused to make 
any order to change the custody of 
the child, and discharged the rule. 
Ex parte Templer, 169 

HIGHWAYS AND HIGHWAY 
RATE. 

See Vestry. 

INFANT. 
See Habeas Corpus. 

INSOLVENT. 

See Bankrupt. 
Execution. 
Sequestration. 



INTERIM ORDER. 

See Execution. 

IRREGULARITY. 

See Laches. 
Practicb. 
Writ ov Summons. 

1. When a party seeks to set aside 
proceedings on the ground of irregu- 
larity, he should point out the first 
irregularity. The defendant (who 
was in custody upon a ca. sa. issued 
in the action), moved to set aside the 
declaration and all subsequent pro- 
ceedings, upon the ground that he 
had never been served with process. 
Held, that the motion should have 
been to set aside the appearance, &c, 
Hardwick v. Wardle^ 17 

2. The defendant having consented 
to a Judge's order to pay debt, of 
costs, judgment was signed thereon 
without an appearance being first 
entered for the defendant. 

Held, that this was an irregularity 
merely, and might therefore be 
waived. 

Held also, that this irregularity was 
waived by the defendant's attorney 
having attended the taxation of costs, 
and asked for time to pay debt and 
costs, which was granted. The bill 
of costs produced before the Master at 
that time not containing any charge 
for entering an appearance being a 
sufficient notice to him that no ap- 
pearance had been entered. 

Query. Whether Thompson o. 
Beck, 4 Q. B. 759, can, since In re 
Streetton, 14 M. & W. 806, be sup- 
ported to its full extent, dubitante 
Patteson, J. Grandin v. Maddans, 

843 

JUDGE'S ORDER. 

See Witness. 

JUDGMENT. 
See Practice. 
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JUDGMENT (AS IN CASE OF A 
NONSUIT). 

See AvviDAviT. 

1 . Where, in the Queen's Bench, a 
rule for judgment, as in case of a non - 
suit, is discharged on a peremptory 
undertaking, it is the duty of the 
plaintiff to draw up the rule, take 
notice of its terms, and serve it on 
the other side. A rule for judgment, 
as in case of a nonsuit, was discharged 
on a peremptory undertaking hy the 
plaintiff to try at the first sittings in 
Easter Term. The plaintiff did not 
draw up the rule or try pursuant to 
his undertaking. The defendants 
attorney drew up the rule, and served 
it on the plaintiff's attorney (hut too 
late to enable him to give notice of 
trial for such sittings after the service), 
and in Trinity Term obtained a rule 
for judgment as in case of a nonsuit, 
on the ground that the plaintiff had 
not complied with his peremptory 
undertaking to try, and signed judg^ 
ment. A rule nisi having been ob- 
tained to set aside the rule and judg- 
ment thereon : 

Heidi that the judgment was re- 
gular, and that it was not for the de- 
fendant to draw up the rule, and serve 
it in time for the plaintiff to give no- 
tice of trial in pursuance of his peremp- 
tory undertaking, but that it was in- 
cumbent on the plaintiff to draw up 
the rule, and take notice of the con- 
dition upon which the rule, which 
would otherwise have been made 
absolute, was discharged. 

Sernhhy that the practice has been 
otherwise in the Common Pleas. 
LandelU v. BaU^ 110 

2. A Judge at Chambers has no 
power under the 13 Geo. 8, c. 63, 
s. 44, and 1 Wm. 4, c. 22, s. 1, to 
award a writ or commission to issue 
to take the examinations of witnesses 
in the colonies, but a motion must be 
made to the Court for the purpose. 
Ctarke v. The Eatt India Company, 

319 



LACHES. 

The defendant executed a warrant 
of attorney, authorizing judgment to 
be entered up for 110/. Judgment 
was in fieust entered up for 200/., but 
execution was issued only for the sum 
secured by the defeazance. Held^ that 
the judgment so signed was merely 
irregular, and not void, and under the 
circumstances of the case the defend- 
ant had waived the irregularity by 
his laches. 

Held also, that a ca. sa., in which 
nothing is claimed for interest, need 
not pursue the form referring to inter- 
est, as prescribed by the R. G., H. T., 
3 Vict. iStopford v. FUzgerald, 27 

LUNATIC. 
See Writ of Summons. 

1. An appeal against an order for 
the expenses of the maintenance of a 
lunatic pauper, made under sect 62 
of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 126, is subject to 
all the incidents of an appeal against 
an order of removal, one of which is 
the sending a copy of the examina- 
tions upon which the order is founded. 

An order was made under the fore- 
going section, and directed to " The 
Treasurer of the Guardians of the 
Poor of the City of London Union,*' 
and was served on the assistant clerk 
of such board of guardians, on the 4th 
of December i 1815, but no copy of 
the examinations was sent. On the 
23rd of the same month, the relieving 
officer of the union paid for and ob- 
tained such copy, which had before 
been refused unless paid for. The 
next sessions were held on the 6tb of 
January i but no appeal was entered ; 
but at the succeeding April sessions 
the churchwardens and overseers of 
the parish in which the lunatic had 
been adjudged to be settled, and which 
was within the said union, entered an 
appeal against the said order of main- 
tenance. This appeal was adjourned 
to the July sessions, when, upon its 
coming on for trial, it was objected, 
on the part of the respondents, that 
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as the appellants had not appealed at 
the January sessions they were too 
late to appeal at the April sessions, 
and the justices being of this opinion 
dismissed the appeal. Upon a motion 
for a mandamus to hear the appeal, 

Held^ that a copy of the examina- 
tions should have been sent, and that 
as it was not sent, and not obtained 
until the 23rd of December ; the ap- 
pellants were not bound to have ap- 
pealed at the January sessions, and 
were in time at the April sessions. 

Heldy also, that the churchwarden? 
and overseers of the parish in which 
the lunatic was adjudged to be settled, 
were proper parties to appeal, not- 
withstanding the order was not di- 
rected to them. Reg. v. The Justices 
of Middlesex^ 82 

2. An order for the payment of the 
expenses of the maintenance of a 
lunatic pauper was made by two jus- 
tices, pursuant to 8 & 9 VicU c. 126, 
upon the treasurer and guardians of 
' the Union of M, B. At the next 
October sessions, counsel moved to 
enter and respite an appeal against 
the order^ but the brief did not con- 
tain any instructions as to whether 
the appeal was by the guardians of 
the union, or by the parish officers of 
the parish in which the settlement of 
the pauper was adjudged to be, but 
merely contained the order, indorsed 
" Market Bosworth v. Erie Shilton;' 
and the clerk of the peace entered the 
appeal as an appeal by the guardians 
of the union of M, B. Notice and 
grounds of appeal were served on the 
respondent parish, in the name of the 
parish officers of Market Bosworth. 

At the January sessions the appeal 
was called on, and appeared to be an 
appeal by the guardians of the union 
of M. B., on which the respondents 
objected to the appellant's counsel 
being heard, as they were instructed 
on behalf of the parish officers ; they 
then sought to be heard for the guar- 
dians, when it was objected that there 
had been no notice or grounds of ap- 
peal delivered by the guardians, but 



only by the parish officers. The ses- 
sions held these ol^^ctions good, and 
refused to hear the appeal. 

fleldt that the sessions were not so 
clearly wrong as to justify this Court 
in interfering by mandamus. Reg. v. 
The Justices of Lancashire, 104 

3. The principle of giving notice 
to a party to be affected by an order 
of justices, does not apply to orders 
of removal. The order of settlement 
made under the 7 & 8 Vict. c. 126» 
8. 58, (Pauper Lunatic Act), is to be 
considered as an order of removal, 
and subject to the rules applying to 
orders of removal, and therefore it is 
unnecessary to give any notice to the 
parties to be affected of an intention 
to apply for such an order. 

Upon an appeal against the order 
of maintenance, provided for by sect. 
62, the question of settlement may be 
gone into. £x parte The Church- 
wardens, 8^e. of Monkleigh, 189 

MANDAMUS. 

1. It is now a general rule that the 
successful party to a mandamus is 
entitled on motion to his costs, and it 
is for the opposing party to shew 
special circumstances rendering the 
rule not applicable. No demand of 
costs is necessary before entitling a 
party to apply to the Court for them. 
Reg. V. The Justices of Cheshire, 186 

2. It is now a general rule, that 
parties who unsuccessfully oppose a 
rule for a mandamus are to pay the 
costs, and if there are special circum- 
stances in the case, it is for them to 
establish that fact. Reg. v. The Jus" 
tices of Cumberland and Reg. v. The 
Justices of Lancashire, 287 

3. A claimant to copyhold property 
who comes to the Court for a manda- 
mus to the steward of the manor, to 
compel him to grant inspection of the 
Court rolls, and admit the claimant as 
a copyholder of the manor, to enable 
him to try his right to the property he 
claims, must in the affidavit used in 
moving for the rule either swear posi- 
tively that he is entitled to the pro- 



964 



PRACTICE- 



perty claimed, or set out his title or 
good grounds, for his belief that he is 
entitled to the property. It is not 
sufficient to swear that he *' verily 
believes" that he is entitled to the 
property in question. Ex parte Cooke^ 

206 

NOTICE OF THIAL. 

1. When the plaintiff's replication 
concludes to the country he may, by 
virtue of the R. H. 7., 2 Wm. 4, c. 59, 
give notice of trial at the time of de- 
livering the replication, or at any time 
subsequently, though issue is not for- 
mally joined, and the rejoinder or 
similiter may be afterwards added. 

It is no violation of a rule nisi, 
containing a stay of proceedings, to 
countermand a notice of trial pre- 
viously given. MulUns and Another 
V. Fwd, 19 

2. It is immaterial that a notice of 
trial purports to be the continuance 
of a former notice which is void, if it 
be delivered in time, and clearly and 
unequivocally inform the defendant 
that the plaintiff intends to proceed to 
trial In die cause at a certain special 
time. 

It is not necessary that notice of 
trial shall have been given before a 
cause can be regularly set down for 
trial. Ginger v. Ptfcroftf 254 

OUTLAWRY. 
See Writ ov Errob. 

PARTICULARS. 

See Practice. 

PLEA. 
See Practicb. 

POOR-RATE. 

See Appeal. 

PRACTICE. 

See Irreoularitt. 
1. If a person upon ordering goods 



upon credit represents himself as re- 
siding at a particular place to which 
the goods are sent, and he continues 
to allow the tradesman to suppose 
by his conduct that he still resides 
there, and an action is afterwards 
brought for the price of those goods, 
the Court will not grant him leave to 
enter a suggestion upon the roll to 
deprive the plaintiff of his costs, upon 
the ground that he resides elsewhere 
and within the jurisdiction of a local 
Court. 

The defendant ordered goods of the 
plaintiff, and said he resided at No. 4, 
Manchester Buildings^ which, upon 
inquiry, the plaintiff found to be cor- 
rect, whereupon he caused the goods 
to be there delivered. The defendant 
never denied that he resided there, nor 
did he on being sued and described in 
the writ as of Manchester Buildings, 
object to the description. Upon an 
action brought to recover the amount 
of the goods so supplied, and a verdict 
being returned for the plaintiff, the 
defendant moved to enter a suggestion 
upon the roll to deprive the plaintiff 
of costs under the Brixton Court of 
Requests' Act, upon the ground that 
he was residing within the jurisdiction 
of such Court of Requests. Held, 
that under the circumstances, he was 
not at liberty to allege that he did not 
reside at Manchester Buildings^ and 
was therefore not entitled to enter the 
suggestion upon the roll. 

The practice' at the Undersheriff^s 
Court, of taking the first thing in the 
day out of their regular turn such 
causes as appear to be short ones or 
undefended, is* a proper one; and 
where a cause whidi stood fifteen in 
the list of the day, was upon the 
plaintiff's request, and in the absence 
of the defendant, taken as an unde- 
fended cause the first thing at the 
sittmg of the Court, no notice having 
been given that it would be taken as 
undefended, but there being good 
reason for believing that there was no 
substantial defence, and the defendant 
shortly after arrived in Court and was 
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prepared to defend : the Court refused 
to set aside the trial. Banks v. New^ 
totif 1 

2. The defendant entered an ap- 
peai'ance to a writ of summons on the 
llth of August, 1846, and on the 
14th of the same month he obtained 
an order that the plaintiff should 
deliver to the defendant's attorney or 
agent an account in writing of the 
particulars of the plaintiff's demand, 
for which the action was brought^ and 
that in the mean time all further pro' 
ceedings in the cause shall he stayed. 
No particular having been delivered 
pursuant- to this order, the defendant, 
on the 27th of February, 1847, ob- 
tained an order rescinding the former 
order, and on the following day de- 
manded a declaration, which not being 
delivered, he signed judgment of non 
pros on the 4di of March. Held, 
(upon a motion to set aside such 
judgment, on the ground that time 
did not run against the plaintiff during 
the pending of the order for particu- 
lars,) that the judgment was regular. 
Johns ▼. Sanders, 79 

3. When a plea is so manifestly 
bad (as non assumpsit to an action on 
a bill of exchange), that it cannot 
under any circumstances be supported, 
the Court or a Judge will on applica- 
tion set it aside, and will not compel 
the plaintiff to demur. Robeson v. 
EUis, 185 

4. If an attorney has been employed 
in a suit, and the client wishes to 
change him, he must give notice to 
the other side, but if the party has 
been proceeding in person, and then 
appoints an attorney, he may give the 
other side notice of the fact by the 
very step which the attorney takes in 
the case as attorney, widiout any 
formal notice. Jones v. King^ 192 

5. The defendant obtained an order 
requiring the plaintiff to give security 
for costs, and staying proceedings 
until such security should be given. 
Subsequently the defendant arrested 
the plaintiff on a cross demand, under 
the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 3, where- 



upon the plaintiff went to jail, and 
then took out a summons, upon which 
an order was made, ordering that the 
first order restraining proceedings 
until security for costs should be 
given, should be suspended as long 
as the plaintiff remained in actual 
custody in the cross action, and giving 
the defendant ten days* time to plead. 
Shortly after this, and before the ex- 
piration of the time to plead, the 
defendant let the plaintiff out of 
custody, and the defendant not having 
pleaded, signed judgment for want of 
a plea. The plaintiff had not given 
security for costs. 

Held, that the judgment was irre- 
gular, for that as soon as the plaintiff 
was released from custody, the first 
order revived, and' that, therefore, 
before the defendant could have been 
required to have pleaded, security for 
costs should have been given. Todd 
V. Johnson, 203 

6. A cause was called on at the 
assizes, and the jury sworn, after 
which the Judge discovered that the 
record was defective in not having a 
similiter added to a replication of the 
plaintiffs, and in there not being an 
award of venire. The plaintiffs prayed 
tliat the record should be amended by 
the Judge, but the defendants refusing 
to consent to the amendment, the 
Judge thought he had no power to 
make such amendment, and discharged 
the jury. 

Held, that the Court had a discre- 
tion in granting or withholding costs 
of the day to the defendant, and that 
under the circumstances the defend- 
ants were not entitled to their costs. 
Sleeman and Others v. The Copper 
Miners of England, 208 

7- In an action for a breach of 
contract in not accepting certain goods, 
the defendant pleaded several special 
pleas, but the plaintiff obtained a 
verdict on all the issues with damages. 
Whereupon the defendant obtained a 
rule nisi to stay further proceedings 
on the payment of the amount of the 
verdict and costs to be taxed. 
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SUGGESTION. 

s^ couhtt covkts. 
Peactics. 

1. An action was commeiiced in 
December^ 1846, in a aoperior Court, 
for a debt recoverable tinder the Ide 
of Wight Coart of Reqaesta' Act. 
On the 28th of March^ 1847, the 
defendant was served with a copy of 
the writ, upon which he gave notice 
to the pbintifF that he resided within 
the jurisdiction of the hie of Wight 
Court of Requests. On the 10th of 
A^l notice of declaration was given, 
upon which the defendant paid the 
debt to the plaintiff, who received it, 
but claimed 42. 10«. for costs. This 
the defendant refused to pay, where- 
upon Uie plaintiff, on the 20th of 
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^prilf signed fioal jddgment by de- 
fault, and, on the 1st of May, issued 
a fieri facias for 6l» I7s. costs. A 
County Court was established for the 
hie of Wight district on the 22nd of 
Marchf 1 847i under the provisions of 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 96. 

On the 27th of May a motion was 
made to set aside the execution, and 
to compel the plaintiff to bring in the 
plea roll, to enable the defendant to 
enter a suggestion thereon, under the 
Court of Requests' Act, to deprive 
the plaintiff of his costs. 

Held, that the 9 & 10 Vict, only 
acted as a qualified repeal of the 
Courts of Requests' Acts from the 
time of the establishment of County 
Courts in the districts in which Courts 
of Requests had previously been esta- 
blished, and, therefore, that as the 
plaintiff had commenced his action in 
the superior Court, at a time when 
he woidd not have been entitled to 
his costs by the operation of the 
Court of Requests' Act, he was not 
entitled to them now. 

Held also, that the motion to enter 
a suggestion might be made, although 
final judgment had been signed. 
Warburg v. Read, 114 

2. The 49th section of the London 
Small Debts' Act, 10 & 11 Fiet. 
c. 71 (the words of which are iden- 
tical with those of section 67 of the 
General County Court Act, 9 & 10 
Vict^ c. 95), enacts, *' that no pri- 
vilege except as hereinafter mentioned, 
shall be allowed to any person to ex- 
empt him from the jurisdiction of ^e 
Court." There are no exceptions in 
the subsequent part of the statute. 

Held, that the privilege of an at- 
torney to be sued in his own Court, 
as a defendant, is abolished as to the 
jurisdiction of that act Jefferies v. 
Beart, 296 

SUNDAY. 

See Amendment. 
Writ of Summons. 

VESTRY. 
1. A notice was affixed by the 
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churchwardens and overseers to the 
door of a parish church, on Sunday, 
the 25th of March, 1 846, appointing 
a vestry meeting to be held on the 
succeeding Wednesday, to nominate 
new officers of the parish for the 
ensuing year. A vestry was held in 
pursuance of the notice, and the 
parish, after nominating the overseers, 
proceeded to elect two persons as 
surveyors of the highways. 

Held, that this appointment of sur- 
veyors was invalid under 58 Geo, 3, 
c 69, s. 1, the notice of the meeting 
not having been given ** three days at 
least" before the vestry meeting was 
held. 

Held also, that where justices in 
special session for highways appoint a 
surveyor under sect. 11 of 5 & 6 
Wm^ 4, c. 50, they must appoint at 
some subsequent special session for 
highways to that at which the neglect 
or refusal of the parish to elect is 
proved to them, and that the 11th 
section is not merely directory in this 
respect. 

Third* A rate may be made and 
levied, although there is another rate 
existing at the time, which was made 
on a former day for the same purpose, 
but is not wholly collected : but con- 
currently existing rates are illegal if 
made for the same period of time. 
Reg. V. Best and Others, 90 

2. A vestry was held under the 
18th section of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 109, 
to consider whether paid constables 
should be appointed for the parish, 
and a resolution was come to nomi- 
nating certain persons as constables, 
with a salary. This resolution and 
nomination were confirmed by certain 
justices, under the 18th section of the 
same act. A motion being made for 
a certiorari to bring up this resolution, 
and the confirmation of the nomination 
by the justices at petty sessions : 

Held, that a certiorari will not lie 
to the chairman of a vestry to bring 
up the resolution of the vestry, but 
that it does lie to the justices to bring 
up the order of the justices at petty 
sessions, confirming the nomination 
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SUGGESTION. 



Heldf that there was no precedent 
for the rule, and therefore as it was 
opposed that it must be discharged, 
but that the application was a reason- 
able one, and therefore the rule would 
be dischai^d without costs. Peat y. 
Magnall. 325 

PROHIBITION. 

See County Courts. 

SECURITY FOR COSTS. 
See Practice. 

SEQUESTRATION. 

1. The Court refused to permit a 
sequestrator to indorse an amount of 
interest upon his writ of sequestrari 
facias, which issued before the opera- 
tion of the 1 & 2 Viet. c. 110, which 
by sect. 17 gives creditors interest 
upon their judgment debts, as by so 
doing subsequent sequestrators would 
be prejudiced by having satisfaction 
of their judgments postponed. 

In 1834, plaintiffs having obtained 
judgment against a beneficed clergy- 
man, issued a sequestration to the 
bishop of his diocese to sequester the 
profits of his living. In October, 
1838, the 1 & 2 Vict. c. llO, came 
into operation, which by sect 17 gave 
judgment creditors a right to interest 
on their judgment debts from that 
time in cases of judgments entered up 
before then. In 1839, another seques- 
tration issued at the suit of other 
parties. Upon an application of the 
first sequestrators, that the bishop 
should hand over the writ of seques- 
trari facias to the plaintiffs, or their 
attorneys, that the amount of Interest 
from October i 1838, might be indorsed 
thereon, the Court refused to make 
such an order. 

Qu. Whether, under such circum- 
stances, the plaintiffs were entitled to 
have the amount of interest levied 
without such indorsement. Watkins 
and Others v. Tarjpky, 158 

2. The 55th sect, of the 1 & 2 Vict. \ 



c. 110, enabling the assignee or as- 
signees of an insolvent beneficed 
clergyman to obtain a sequestration 
of the profits of his living, applies 
equally to the provisional assignee as 
to the creditors' assignee ; and where, 
therefore, no creditors' assignee had 
been appointed, and a sequestration 
was obtained at the instance of the 
provisional assignee. Held good. 
SmUh V. Wether eU, 179 

SHERIFF. 

A rule calling upon the sheriff to 
refund the excess beyond the fees to 
which he was entitled under a levy, 
and calling abo upon the officer to 
shew cause why an attachment should 
not issue against him for his contempt 
in demanding and receiving such ex- 
cess, and pay the costs of the applica- 
tion, is good in that form, although 
the remedy is double, and that against 
the officer is of a criminal nature. 
Blake v. Newbum, 268 

SHERIFF (TRIAL BEFORE). 
See Practice. 

SUMMONS (WRIT OF). 
See Writ ov Summons. 

SUGGESTION. 

See County Courts. 
Practice. 

1. An action was commenced in 
December^ 1846, in a superior Court, 
for a debt recoverable under the Isle 
of Wight Court of Requests' Act. 
On the 28th of March, 1847, the 
defendant was served with a copy of 
the writ, upon which he gave notice 
to the plaintiff that he resided within 
the jurisdiction of the Isle of Wight 
Court of Requests. On the 10th of 
April notice of declaration was given> 
upon which the defendant paid the 
debt to the plaintiff, who received it, 
but claimed 4/. 10s, for costs. This 
the defendant refused to pay, where- 
upon the plaintiff, on the 20th of 
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^prilf signed final judgment by de- 
fault, and, on the 1 st of May, issued 
a fieri facias for 6L 17 s. costs, A 
County Court was established for the 
Isle of Wight district on the 22nd of 
March, 1 847, under the provisions of 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 96. 

On the 27th of May a motion was 
made to set aside the execution, and 
to compel the plaintiff to bring in the 
plea roll, to enable the defendant to 
enter a suggestion thereon, under the 
Court of Requests' Act, to deprive 
the plaintiff of his costs. 

Held, that the 9 & 10 Vict, only 
acted as a qualified repeal of the 
Courts of Requests' Acts from the 
time of the establishment of County 
Courts in the districts in which Courts 
of Requests had previously been esta- 
blished, and, therefore, that as the 
plaintiff had commenced his action in 
the superior Court, at a time when 
he would not have been entitled to 
his costs by the operation of the 
Court of Requests' Act, he was not 
entitled to them now. 

Held also, that the motion to enter 
a suggestion might be made, although 
final judgment had been signed. 
Warburg y. Read, 114 

2. The 49th section of the London 
Small Debts' Act, 10 & 11 Fiet. 
c. 71 (the words of which are iden- 
tical with those of section 67 of the 
General County Court Act, 9 & 10 
Fict^ c* 95), enacts, ** that no pri- 
vilege except as hereinafter mentioned, 
shall be allowed to any person to ex- 
empt him from the jurisdiction of ^e 
Court." There are no exceptions in 
the subsequent part of the statute. 

Held, that the privilege of an at- 
torney to be sued in his own Court, 
as a defendant, is abolished as to the 
jurisdiction of that act Jefferies v. 
Beartf 296 

SUNDAY. 

See Amendment. 
Writ of Summons. 

VESTRY. 
1. A notice was affixed by the 
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churchwardens and overseers to the 
door of a parish church, on Sunday, 
the 25 th of March, 1846, appointing 
a vestry meeting to be held on the 
succeeding Wednesday, to nominate 
new officers of the parish for the 
ensuing year. A vestry was held in 
pursuance of the notice, and the 
parish, after nominating the overseers, 
proceeded to elect two persons as 
surveyors of the highways. 

Held, that this appointment of sur- 
veyors was invalid under 58 Geo. 3, 
c. 69, s. 1, the notice of the meeting 
not having been given ** three days at 
least" before the vestry meeting was 
held. 

Held also, that where justices in 
special session for highways appoint a 
surveyor under sect. 11 of 5 & 6 
Wm^ 4, c. 50, they must appoint at 
some subsequent special session for 
highways to that at which the neglect 
or refusal of the parish to elect is 
proved to them, and that the 1 1th 
section is not merely directory in this 
respect. 

Third* A rate may be made and 
levied, although there is another rate 
existing at the time, which was made 
on a former day for the same purpose, 
but is not wholly collected : but con- 
currently existing rates are illegal if 
made for the same period of time. 
Reg, V. Best and Others, 90 

2. A vestry was held under the 
18th section of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 109, 
to consider whether paid constables 
should be appointed for the parish, 
and a resolution was come to nomi- 
nating certain persons as constables, 
with a salary. This resolution and 
nomination were confirmed by certain 
justices, under the 18th section of the 
same act. A motion being made for 
a certiorari to bring up this resolution, 
and the confirmation of the nomination 
by the justices at petty sessions : 

Held, that a certiorari will not lie 
to the chairman of a vestry to bring 
up the resolution of the vestry, but 
that it does lie to the justices to bring 
up the order of the justices at petty 
sessions, confirming the nomination 
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and appointment In ike Matter oj 
the Constables of Hipperholme cum 
Brighihouse, 98 

3. The 54 Geo. 3, c. 113, s. 3, 
which is a local act, relating to the 
parish of St. Mary, Newington, em- 
powers the *^ governors and guardians 
to call a vestry meeting of the inhabi- 
tants of the said parish on the Easter 
Tuesday in every year, at which said 
vestry meeting, all vacancies in the 
list of governors and guardians shall 
be filled up by poll or ballot, or in 
such way of election as shall be 
deemed most proper and convenient." 
At a vestry meeting held, in pur- 
suance of this section, the chairman 
filled up the vacancies by show of 
hands, and refused to grant a poll of 
the parish as to some of the rejected 
candidates, a rule for a mandamus to the 
churchwardens, overseers, guardians, 
and governors, having been obtained, 
calling on them to summon a vestry 
and fill up the vacancies. 

Heldf that as a poll of the parish 
had been demanded by some of the 
inhabitants present at the vestry, on 
behalf of some of the candidates, that 
the election by show of hands could 
not be sustained, as it was for the 
meeting, and not the chairman to 
decide on the mode of election. 

Held also, that as a poll had pro- 
perly been demanded, that the chair- 
man was bound to grant it, and 
adjourn the vestry for that purpose, 
so that all the inhabitants might have 
an opportunity of voting. 

Held also, that the writ of man- 
damus was properly directed to the 
governors and guardians, as they are 
the parties to call the vestry meeting, 
which is a special one under the pro- 
visions of the local act. Reg. v. The 
Churchwardens^ S^c.^ of St. Mary, 
Newington, 383 

WARRANT OF ATTORNEY. 

See Laches. 

1. A defendant being about to exe- 
cute a warrant of attorney, and having 



no attorney present to act on his be- 
half, desired the plaintiff's attorney, 
at whose office he was, to send for 
some attorney living in the neighbour- 
hood, to come and act for him in wit- 
nessing his execution of the instru- 
ment The plaintiff's attorney sent 
for an attorney who was a stranger to 
the defendant, and also to the plaintiff, 
and the defendant requested him to 
act for him and attest his execution, 
which he did, after having read over 
and explained the effect of the instru- 
ment to him. 

Held, that this was a sufficient no- 
mination by the defendant within 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 9, and that it 
was the defendant's own fault if the 
attorney was ignorant of the circum- 
stances under which the warrant of 
attorney was given. 

Semble, where collateral securities 
are not mentioned in the defeazance 
to a warrant of attorney, pursuant to 
Reg., Michaelmas Term, 42 Oeo. 3, 
the Court will not set aside the instru- 
ment as void altogether; but where 
the circumstances under which they 
were given seem to the Court to re- 
quire explanation, they will refer the 
case to the Master to ascertain what 
sum is due to the plaintiff, and let the 
warrant of attorney and judgment 
thereon stand as a security for the 
same. Joel v. Dicker, 127 

2. A warrant of attorney to confess 
judgment was attested by an attorney 
as follows : '* Signed, sealed, and de- 
livered (being first duly stamped) by 
the said T. K., in the presence of 
W. K. T., one of the attorneys of her 
Majesty's Court of Queen's Bench at 
Westminster, and attorney on behalf 
of the said T. K. expressly named by 
him, and attending at his request to 
inform him, and I did inform him of 
the nature and effect of the above 
written warrant of attorney before the 
same was executed by him, and I de- 
clare myself to be the attorney of the 
said T. K. 

" W. K. Tr 

" Witness, T. C." 
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A motion being made to set the 
warrant of attorney aside, on the 
ground that the attorney did not 
** state that he subscribed as such at- 
torney," as required by 1 & 2 Fict. 
c. 110, 8. 9. 

Heldf sufficient ; tha^ this attesta- 
tion was in compliance with the sta- 
tute, and that it was not necessary 
that the precise words of the statute 
should he followed, so that the requi- 
sites of it are expressed plainly. Pope 
V. Kershaw, 198 

f3. A deed or other writing takes 
effect from the day of its execution, 
and not from the day of its apparent 
date, but such apparent date is primd 
facie to be regarded as the day of its 
execution. The Court will not, on the 
application of the assignees of a bank- 
rupt, to set aside a warrant of attorney, 
entertain the question of fraudulent 
preference, but will leave this matter 
to be decided by a jury. 

If the execution upon a warrant of 
attorney is issued for too much, the 
Court will only set it aside pro tanto, 
Browne v. Burton, 220 

4. It need not appear upon the fact 
of the attestation to a warrant of at- 
torney that the defendant attends at 
the defendant's request, or that he is 
expressly named by him. The attes- 
tation to a warrant of attorney was in 
these words : — " Signed, sealed, and 
delivered by the said Henry Hall in 
my presence, and I declare myself to 
be attorney for the said Henry Hall, 
and that I subscribe my name as such 
attorney." 

Held, a good attestation within the 
1 &2 Vict. c. 110, s. 9. 

Semhle, that as between the original 
parties it is no objection that there is 
no legal consideration to support it. 
Gay V. Hall, 322 

5. A Judge at Chambers has no 
power under the 13 Geo. 3, c. 63, 
8. 44, and 1 Wm. 4, c. 22, s. 1, to 
award a writ or commission to issue 
to take the examinations of witnesses 
in the colonies, but a motion must be 
made to the Court for the purpose. 

c c 2 



Clarke v. The East India Company, 

319 
6. The Court will not grant an 
order to examine a witness under 
1 Wm, 4, c. 22, until after issue is 
joined in the action, although it be 
sworn that the witness is likely to die 
before the trial, and an undertaking is 
offered not to examine the witness 
until after issue joined. Clutterhuck 
V. Jones, 332 

WRIT OF ERROR. 

1. An action was commenced in an 
inferior Court, a verdict found for the 
plaintiff, and a fi. fa. issued for da- 
mages and costs. After levy, but 
before the sale, a writ of error was 
sued out, which was allowed after the 
sale but before the proceeds were 
paid over to the plaintiff by the 
officer, but which was done after the 
allowance of the writ. A motion 
being made to compel the plaintiff 
below, or the officer of the inferior 
Court, to pay the money into the 
Court of Error, to abide the result of 
the writ of error : 

Held, that the Court of Error has 
no power to make such order, its 
jurisdiction being merely over the 
record. Spencer v. Hagiadur, 123 

2. A writ of error was brought on 
a judgment of an inferior Court, on 
the ground that one count did not 
shew jurisdiction in the inferior Court. 
The writ was directed to the Judge as 
" Recorder," instead of " Judge" of 
the Court. The Recorder was in fact 
the Judge of the Court. A motion 
being made to quash the writ of error, 
on the ground that it was improperly 
directed, and also to confine the ver- 
dict to one count, and amend that by 
shewing that the cause of action 
therein mentioned arose within the 
jurisdiction of the inferior Court : 

Held, that the Court had no power 
to confine the verdict to one count, or 
amend the count by shewing that the 
cause of action arose within the juris- 
diction. 

Held also, that the writ of error 
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was improperly directed to the Re* 
corder instead of the Judge of the 
Court, hut that this Court would give 
the plaintiff in error leave to amend. 
Spencer v. Agiadur, 125 

3. It is no objection to a writ of 
error coram nobis to reverse an out- 
lawry, that the plaintiff in error has 
not entered an appearance in the ori- 
ginal action, that being only necessary 
where the reversal is upon motion ; 
nor is it necessary that the attorney 
suing out the writ should make an 
afSdavit that he is instructed by the 
outlaw to sue out the writ on his 
behalf. Cornwall v. Ives^ 195 

4. The defendants having been con*- 
victed of an assault at the Spring 
Assi^^s, 1847, sued out and filed a 
writ of error, whereupon they were 
admitted to bail under the provisions 
of the 8 & 9 Vict, c 68^ the 5th sec- 
tion of which enacts, "That if the 
Court in which any such writ of error 
shall be pending, shall upon motion 
in that behalf decide that the de- 
fendant or defendants by whom it 
shall be brought, has or have wilfully* 
delayed or neglected to prosecute the 
same with effect, it shall be lawful for 
such Court to order the writ of error 
to be quashed," &c. No further pro- 
ceedings having been taken by the 
defendants, a motion was. made in 
this Term to quash the writ upon an 
affidavit, which stated that since the 
filing of the said writ, ** no process or 
other proceeding has been had or 
taken by or on behalf of the said 
defendants to prosecute the same." 
Held, that the ^davit was sufficient, 
and that it was not necessary to rule 
the defendants to assign errors. Reg. 
V. Broome and Another, 259 

WRIT OF SUMMONS. 

1 . The defendant was described in 
the writ of summons as ''Edward 
Toulmin, of Clapham, in the county 
of Surrey," Upon an objection taken. 



that the description of "Clapham" 
was too general, as it was a large 
place, consisting of many streets : 
Held (it not appearing by the defend- 
ant's affidavit that Clapham was a 
place consisting of several streets), 
that the description was sufficient. 
Botffdiich v. xott^min, 89 

2. Although a defect in process be 
80 obvious that it cannot be ques- 
tioned, and a Judge at Chambers 
would have no difficulty in dealing 
with it, the party seeking to set such 
process aside has a right to come in 
Term time to this Court for the pur- 
pose, and the rule adopted in the 
Common Pleas of making the rule 
absolute, without costs in such cases, 
is not recognised by this Court. Lomas 
V. Price, 193 

3. Where it appeared that the 
proper number of calls were made at 
a lunatic asylum in which th6 defend- 
ant, a lunatic, was confined, with a 
view to serve him with the copy of a 
writ of summons, and the keeper 
informed the deponent that it was not 
consistent with the rules of the asylum 
to allow the lunatic to be seen, and 
the deponent explained to the keeper 
the purport of bis visit, and on the 
last occasion of his calls left a copy of 
the writ with him. The Court granted 
a rule absolute for a writ of distringas 
to compel appearance, but directed the 
writ to be served on the defendant's 
wife, and at his last place of residence, 
as well as at the asylum. Mutter and 
Another v. Foulkes, 252 

4. A writ of summons tested on a 
Sunday is a nullity, but a copy tested 
on a Sunday, and service thereof, (the 
writ being correctly tested), are merely 
irregular, and the irregularity will be 
waived by laches. CorraU v. Foulkes, 

262 

5. What not a sufficient service to' 
entitle the plaintiff to enter an appear- 
ance for the defendant, sec, stat. 
Christmas v. Eicke, 292 
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